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PREFACE. 


HE reaſon which induced the author 

to compoſe the following ſheets, and 

now to offer them to the public, was a de- 

fire to contribute, in ſome little degree, to- 

wards the recovery of what he apprehends to 

be a very important truth, which has been 

long loft to the world, but ſeems now to be 

gradually reviving, THE UNITY OP THE 
DIVINE NATURE. 


Profeſſing to have no with for the ſpread 
of his own opinion, any farther than that he 
judges it to be agreeable to the decla- 
rations of the holy ſcriptures, he was truly 
rejoiced when Dr.“ Hawker's ſermons made 
their appearance, becauſe it was probable 
they would be the means of calling the at- 
tention of many perſons in this part of the 
world to the ſubject, who, otherwiſe, might 
never have beſtowed upon it a ſerious thought; 
and he is perſuaded that the diſcuſſion of 


every 
* Since the following ſheets were compoſed, and ſent to 


the preſs, Mr, Hawker has received the degree of Doftor 
of diyinity, from the Univerſity of Edinburgh, 
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every queſtion, on which ever ſide the truth 
may lie, muſt always prove ſubſervient to 
its ſucceſs; 


He was, however, not a little ſurprifed, on 
peruſing the ſermons, to find that Dr. Haw- 
ker had brought forward his proofs from 
ſcripture, as though they had never been 
replied to; and that he had hardly noticed a 
ſingle argument which has been urged by 
Unitarians in favour of the contrary doctrine. 
This he truſts will ſerve as his apology for 
having offered upon the ſubject little or no- 
thing which is new; for till old interpreta- 
tions are ſet aſide, and old arguments are re- 
futed, it is not to be expected that recourſe 
will be had to new ones. 


It was alſo a matter of wonder to him, 
that Dr. Hawker ſhould have pronounced, 
ſo decidedly as he has done, “ on the merits 
of the controverſy between Dr. Horſley and 
Dr. Prieſtley, when it appears to be evident 
that he has not read the works of Dr. Prieſt- 
WW For he obſerves, page 26, note, that 

« when 


9 hos hs Bias p. 17, note, 


if Dr. Hawker had been 'acquainted, he 
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** when the apoſtle John ſaid, Chriſt is come 
in the fleſh, I John iv. 2, Dr. Prieſtley 
takes the liberty to make this very material 
alteration, and ſays, that the apoſtle meant 
to ſay, Chriſt is come / the fleſh.” The 
fact however is, that Dr, Prieſtley has ſaid 
no ſuch thing. In the paſſage to which Dr. 
Hawker alludes, f the word of is ſubſtituted 
inſtead of in, without any comment; and if 
we may believe Dr. Prieſtley, it was on his 
part quite unintentional. Dr. Horſley, in- 
deed, has charged him with having altered 
the expreſſion with a view to the improve- 
ment of his argument, to which Dr. Prieſt- 
ley makes the following reply, with which 


would not have miſrepreſented him in the 
manner he has donz. I am ſorry, Sir, 
that my printer, or my own miſtake, ſhould 
have given you all this trouble, I do aſſure 
you, I had no knowledge of having made a 
change in a fingle word in copying that text, 
nor ſhould I have wiſhed to have made any 
change at all in it ; thinking that, as it now 

ſtands, 


t Dr, Prieſtley's Iliſtory of the Corruptions of Chriſtianity, 
Vol, i. p. 10, 


iv. pA en. 


ſtands, it is quite as much for my purpoſe 
as that which you ſuppoſe I have purpoſely 
ſubſtituted in its place.. Surely no perſon 
can be qualified to paſs a judgment upon any 
controverted point, when he has read only 
the arguments on one fide of the queſtion. 


And here the, author cannot help obſerv- 
ing that, though he is perfectly willing to 
reſt the deciſion of the controverſy ſolely on 
the teſtimony of ſcripture, being firmly per- 
ſuaded that its uniform declarations can be 
explained only on unitarian principles, he is 

not of opinion with Dr. Hawker that the 

| ſentiments of the early chriſtians make no- 
thing either for or againſt the point in queſ- 
tion. If it can be proved that they did not 
believe the doctrine of our Lord's deity, it 
could be only becauſe there was nothing in 
the accounts which they received from the 
apoſtles to lead them to ſuch a belief. And 
of theſe accounts they ſurely muſt be allow- 
ed to have been the beſt judges ; having re- 
_ ceived them before there was a poſſibility of 
their being corrupted, and being much bet- 
ter 


* Dy, Prieſtley's Letters to Dr, Horſley, p. 11, 12, 
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ter acquainted with their phraſcolo gy than 
any chriſtians now can be. 


That Dr. Hawker, in the publication of 
his ſermons, was influenced by the moſt up- 
right motives, not a doubt can be enter- 
tained ; and his zeal in what he apprehends 
to be ſo good and important a cauſe, is cer- 
tainly very commendable. It is alſo a pleaſ- 
ing circumſtance, that upon the whole he 
has diſcovered ſo much liberality of mind, 
not connecting, as is too often the caſe, the 
favour of God with a belief only in his own 
opinion, but expreſſing his hope that the 
unintentional error of every humble and ſin- 
cere mind will be pardoned, 


While the ignorant, the indolent, and the 
intereſted, may deſpiſe, or affect to deſpiſe 
controverſies of this nature, and repreſent 
them as too trifling to deſerve the attention 
of mankind, to every real well-wiſher to the 
chriſtian cauſe, they will appear in a very in- 
tereſting light. If Jeſus Chriſt be God Moſt 
High, he ought to be acknowledged and 
adored as ſuch ; if not, we ought to tremble 

at 
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at the idea of aſcribing. thoſe attributes and 
works, and that worſhip to another, which 
is due to God only; who is jealous of his 
honour, and who has declared that he will 


not give his glory to another. 


It was this conviction of the importance 
of the queſtion which, no doubt, induced 
Dr. Hawker to publiſh/ his ſermons, and 
which now induces the author to animadvert 
upon them. He hopes that the ſame con- 
viction will influence their reſpective readers 
to examine the ſubject with that ſeriouſneſs 
and impartiality which its importance de- 
mands. Whatever effe& may be produced 
upon their minds by the preſent publication, 
he will be able to conſole himſelf with the 
rectitude of his intentions, and with the per- 
ſuaſion, even ſhould he be miſtaken, that, in 
theſe enlightened times, it is impoſſible for the 
cauſe of truth to ſuffer from any well meant 
attempts which arc made to promote it. 
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+ Page 19. 1, 8. and in ſome-other places, for ſynonomous, 


read ſynonymous, 

49. 6. for a mortal man read mortal men, 

31. 1g. for allowing, read allow, 

69. note, I. 15, read, obſerves upon a ſimilar occaſion, 

75 3. blot out, The divine immutability therefore 
may ſtill remain unimpeached and read 
only, The identity of perſon therefore may 
fill be preſerved, &c. 

144 17. for are we not, read we are not. 

191 15. for conduſive, read conducive, 
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{1 AMAETERIE 
Of the Holy Scriptures conſidered us Ride of Faith. 


I Am equally willing with Mr. Hawker, that tbe 
1 doftrine, for which he contends, ſhall be de- 
cided by the ſcriptures.” And it is with pleaſure 
I take the opportunity of making this declaration; 


ſince, in general, the Unitarians ate repreſented 


as thinking lightly of the ſcriptures, and as rejett - 
ing the doQtrines of revelation, merely becauſe 
they are, in ſome reſpetts, above their compre- 
henſion. But theſe repreſentations are falſe. We 
admit, on the contrary, that the | ſcriptures are 


competent to determine upon, every point of reli- 


gious controverſy, and are willing to ſubmit to 
their deciſion, _. * 1 


* 


"Sy 
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But when 1 ſay that, with reſpeR to the doArines 


of chriſtianity, we are willing to abide by the de- 


clarations of the ſcriptures, it is neceſſary I ſhould 


explain my meaning. With Mr. Hawker and 


other Trinitarians we acknowledge the authenticity 
of the books of the Old and New Teſtament ; but 


Vue do not ſuppoſe, that our engliſh tranſlation of 


them is free from errors. It is allowed by all par- 
ties, that they were tranſlated by men equally fal- 

lible with ourſelves. It is a natural ſuppoſition, 
therefore, that they have not always given us their 
true meaning ; but that in ſome inſtances they may 
have b-en miſled by ignorance, and in others by 
prejulice,, This we are perluaded is the caſe, be- 
cauſe many errors, which, in their circumſtances, it 
was impoſſible for them to avoid, have ſince been 
diſcovered. . 


Neither do we ſuppoſe, that the Greek, from 


* Which our tranſlation of the books of the New 


Teſtament is taken, is an exaft copy of them, as 
they were at firſt written by the evangeliſts and 
apoſtles. Theſe books were compoſed long hefore 


the art of printing was known, and the. original 


copies are now loſt. In tranſcribing theſe copies, 


many miſtakes might be made. Some letters and 


words might be left out, and others mig :t be miſ- 


placed; in conſequence of whic', particular paſ- 


ſages might be made to convey a meaning different 
from 
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from what was intended by the original writers. 
That this was ſometimes the caſe, is evident from 
the variations we find in the different-copies, and, 
indeed, it is acknowledged by Trinitarians as well 
as ourſelves, however much we may differ in our 
opinions with regard to ſome particular texts. In 
order, therefore, to ſatisfy ourſelves reſpetling the 
authenticity of any paſſage, we have recourſe to 
the following rule; we compare the copies with 
each other, and then conſidet the conneQtion; and 
judge from the preponderance of evidence, 


But here, perhaps, it will be objeQed, that the 
common people-have neither time nor opportunity 
for ſuch-reſearches. It is, however, eaſy to furniſh 
a ſatisfactory reply. When it is their wiſh to ſatisfy 
themſelves reſpecting the truth of a particular 
doctrine, let them conſult the general tenor of the 
ſcriptures; and if this ſtould be found to be in 
favour of the doctrine, and there ſhould be a few 
paſſages only which make againſt it; in order to 
reconcile theſe paſſages with the general tenor, let 
them ſtudy the connection. Should difficulties ſtill 
remain, they muſt cate ſully examine on which ſide 
the preponderance of evidence lies, and make the 
opinion, which is attended with the leſs degree of 
evidence; ſubmit to that which is attended with 
the greater, and they will not be far from the 
1 
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I proceed to obſerve, that we do not, in all caſes, 
profeſs to underſtand the ſcriptures in a literal, 
but ſometimes in a figurative ſenſe, Were we al- 
ways to underſtand them in their literal ſenſe, we 
muſt, with the Papiſts, believe the doctrine of tran- 
ſubſtantiation : for Chriſt, we are informed,“ took 
bread, and brake it, and ſaid, Take, eat : this is my 
body.” But this is a doctrine which Trinitarians, as 
well as ourſelves, reje& with abhorrence. And 
what are our reaſons for rejetting it? Becauſe it is a 
 doftrine in itſelf abſurd, and not countenanced by 
other paſſages of ſcripture, We ſay, therefore, 
that our Saviour, in this inſtance, is not to be un- 
derſtood literally, but figuratively. And why may 
not this be the caſe in other inſtances? Unitarians 
are of opinion that it is. But in all the inſtances 
they produce, they are willing, as in the caſe of 
tranſubſtantiation, that the conneGtion and the 
tenor of ſcripture ſhall determine it. 


Again; though we admit the authenticity of the 
books of the Old and New Teſtament, we do not 
hold ourſelves obliged to believe every private 
opinion of the different writers, but thoſe doQrines 
only which they were commiſſioned by God him- 
ſelf to reveal to the world, It was evidently the 
opinion of the perſon who wrote the book of Joſhua, 
that the ſun went round the earth; but it has ſince 
| yoon eee to be falſe, and has long been 

| arty 
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diſcarded. It was alſo the opinion of the evange· 
liſts, that the Junaticks, of whom they give us an 
account in their hiſtories, were poſſeſſed by de- 
mons; and this was the prevailing notion of the 
times, There are, however, few thinking perſons 
now, who do not conlider theſe poſſeſſions as a 
ſpecies of inſanity. 


I have made this remark in conſequence of the 
repreſentation Mr. Hawker has given of Dr, Prieſt- 
ley, (a) and which there was no neceſſity for him to 
have given. For neither Dr. Prieſtley, nor any 
other Unitarian of whom I know any thing, ever 
thought it to be an opinion of the apoſtles, that 
Chriſt made the world. He only ſays, “ As it is 
not pretended, that there are miracles particularly - 
adapted to prove, that Chrilt made and ſupports 
the world, I do not fee, that we are under any 
obligation to believe it, merely becauſe it was an 
opinion held by an apoſtle.” (6 By which he 
means, that had it been a mere private opinion of 
an apoſtle, which he was not commiſſioned by our 
Saviour to make known, and which he wrought no 
miracle to confirm, he ſhould not conſider himſelf 
as bound to believe it. Had Chriſt himſelf de- 
clared, that he was the maker of the world, or had 

15 (a) Page 2 note. 
(b Hiſtory of eaily Opinions concerning Chriſt, vol. i. p. 6g. 


6. A DEFENCE or DRITARIANIGN. 


the apoſtles ver declared it, as coming from the 
lips of Chrift, Dr. Prieſtley would have been as 
ready to have believed it as Mr. Hawker. But 
ſuch an idea does not appear to us ever to have 
entered their minds. | 


Laſtly, I obſerve, that thougb we allow the dif- 
| ferent writers of the New Teſtament to have writ- 
ten the books attributed to them, we are not of 
opinion, that they were under a plenary inſpiration 
at the time they wrote them. It does not appear 
to us, that there was any ne«effity for it, as it was 
an eaſy matter for them, without ſuch ſupernatural 
aid, tv give a true relation of the things they had 
ſeen and heard. And, indeed, a critical exami- 
nation of the four goſpels ſeems to afford poſitive 
proof that they were not, For, though they agree 
in their general ſtatement of fatts, there are cer- 
tain little circumſtances in the account of which 
they diſagree, (c) aud which, on the ſuppoſition 
they were under a plenary inſpiration at the time 
they wrote, cannot be accounted for. So far, 
however, are theſe differences, in our opinion, 
from weakening, that they conſiderably ſtrengthen, 

hs: our 


(6) Matthew 8 two demoniacts as having met our 
Saviour when he went into the countiy of the Gergeſenes: 


Mark and Luke mention only one. Compare Matt, viii 28 
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our belief in chriſtianity. They convince us, that 
the evangeliſts were not combined together to im- 
poſe a cheat upon the world, but that they wrote 
their reſpettive hiſtories, according to the heſt of 
their recolle&ion, without conſulting one another. 


I conclude this chapter by aſſuring my reader, 
' that though I have thus freely expreſſed myſeif.on 
the ſubjett of inſpiration, I am nevertheleſs per- 
ſuaded, that the evangeliſts and apoſtles were 
honeſt men, that the fats they have related are 
true, and thaf they have taught no doQrines autho- 
rilaliveh, which they were not commiſſioned to 
teach by their bleſſed maſter, With reſpe& to 
the point in diſpute between Mr. Hawker and 
myſelf, and every important doArine of chriſtian- 
ity, I am willing to abide by their teſtimony. 


—34, with Mark v. t.—20, and Luke viii, 26—40, "Matthew 
and Mark in form us, that the transfiguration of Chriſt took 
Pla e fix days aſter his declaration to the diſciples, that Jome + 
of them ſhould not tafte of death, till they had ſeen the fon of man 
coming in his kingdom ; Luke informs us, it was about eig/t 
days after it. Compa e Matt, xvii. 1, and Mark ix. 2. 2, with 
Luke ix 259-28, Matthew ſpeaks of both the thieves that 
were cruc fied with Jeſus as revilingz him: Luke informs 
us, it was only one of them. Compare Matt. xxv1i. 44, with 
Luke xiii, g9--44 Matthew and Mark ſpeak only 
of one angel who appeared to Mary Magdalene on tte morn- 
ing of our | ord's 1elurrettion : Luke and John relate that 
there were two, Compare Matt xxviii, 2, and Mark xvi. 5 
with Luke xxiv, 4, and john xx, 12. 
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rr II. 


The Makes Tenor * the Scridiures;"both m the Ou 


and New Teſtament, 9 oY TY 
- the Divine Unily. 7 


Hoe obſerved, in the preceding 3 
the general tenor of the Scriptures would 
greatly aſſiſt us in determining the truth, or falſe- 
hood, of any particular doftrine, I ſhall now, be · 
fore I notice Mr. Hawker's arguments, attempt to 
prove, that the general tenor of the Old and New 
Teſtament is in favour of the dottrine of the divine 
unit). FREE 
The Girſ principle of the law, as taught the 
Jews by Moſes, was, Hear, O Iſrael, the LORD 
our God is one LORD. Accordingly we find, that 
this important truth is frequently aſſerted in all 
their writings. Some of the moſt remarkable pal- 
ſages are the following. Ex. xx. g. Thou ſhalt 
have no other Gods before me. Deut. iv. 35. The 
LORD he is God, there is none elſe beſides him. II. 
Sam. vii. aa. Wherefore thou art great, O LORD 
God: for there is none like thee, neither is there any God 
beide thee. II. Kings, xix. 15. O LORD God of 
Iſrael, —thou art the God, even thou alone. I Chron. 
| xvii. 20. 
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xvii, 20. O LORD, there is none like thee, neither 
is there any God beſides thee. Iſai. xliv. 6. I am 
the firſt, and I am the laſt, and befides me there is no 
God. v. 8. Is there e e Yes, there 
TROLL I know not any. Weds | 


The general tenor of 45 Old ne is 
agreeable to the above quoted paſſages; a certain 
proof that no other being, or perſon, is God be- 
ſides Jehovah. This will perhaps more fully ap- 
| popes 7 the anmmnn 


1. The paſſages, in the moſt expreſs terms, ex- 
clude any one elſe from being God. 


2. The pronouns uſed, with reſpe& to this one 
| God, are all ſingular, (d) I, thou, he, me, thee; him: 


(4) Perhaps it will be here objefted, that the plural 


pronoun is uſed Cen. i. 26, Let us make man in our own 


image, and in lome other places, To this it may be an{wer- 
ed, that it is not uncommon for ſingle perſons to ſpeak 
in the plural number, It was the cuſtom not only in the eaſt» 
ern nations; but every one knows it to be ſo in our own. I 
will content myſelf with producing the ſoilowing inſtances 
from the ſcriptures, Cant. I, 4, Draw me, we will run af 
ter thee, Daniel ſays, Dan. II. 36, This is the' dream ; and 
we will tell the interpretation thereof before the King, Jeſus 
2 to Nicodemus, John iii. 11s Verity, verily 7 9 =_ 
„ we peu that we do know, © 
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2 circumſtance which not only proves that no other 

yoo Io poſe. 

Gf 4% 4 

98. e bogs ben in be nnd io the, 

Old Teſtament, which favours the doftrine of a 

plurality of perſons in the divine eſſence ; the 
eonſequence of which is, that the Jews always have 

been, and ſlill continue io be, auen 

eee ern 


— ſome. paſſages. fro the 
Ne Teſtament, which is W clear and ex · 


plicit with the d. 


Jeſus Chriſt himſelf confirms the dofrine of the 
divine unity as taught before him by Moſes. Mark 
xii. 49. 4 Fefus anfuered him, The f, of al 
' the commandments is, Hear, O Iſrael, the LORD 
our God is one LORD. Matt. xix. 17. And he 
(Jeſus) ſaid unto him, why, calleſt thou me good ? there 
is none good but one, that ts God. John xvil. g. 
And this is life eternal, that they might know thee the 


only true God, and Jeſus Chriſt whom thou haſt ſent ; 


or, as it. might be rendered, © know thee to be the 


only true God, 1 . * 
n font”! - FX. 


The dolles W Mere tech the 
fame truth. 1. Cor. viii, 4. 6. 6. e Inow—that 
there 
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there is one other God but ono. For though there be 
that are called Gods, whether in heaven, or in earth; 
bus there be gods many and lords many) But to us 
there is but one God. Gal. iii 30. But God is 
ohe. Eph. iv. 6. One God and Father 'of alli 
I. Tim! i. 17. The only wiſe God, I. Tim. ii. 6. 
For there is one God, and one mediator between God 
and man, the man Chrift Jeſus. James ii. 19. Thou 
believeſt that there is one God ; thou doſt well. Jude 
v. 4. The only LORD God.--Surely, if there be 
any meaning in words, theſe paſſages, which are 
rann 
prove God to be — one. 5 


The New Teſtament has fafficienty informed | 
us, who this one God is; for it teaches us exprefily 
that the great Being, who is called the FA- 
THER, is the only true God. The apoſtle Pault 
ſays, I. Cor. viii, 6, There is but one God, the 
FATHER ; I. Cor. xv. 24, When he ſhall have de, 
livered up the kingdom to God, even the FATHER ; 
Gal. i, 1, Paul an apoſile by Jeſus Chriſt; and by 
God, the FATHER, ' Eph. i. 17, he uſes theſe re- 
markable words, That the GOD of our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, the FATHER of glory, may give unto you 
the ſpirit of wiſdom. Speaking of our duty 0 Gods 
Eph. v. 20, he uſes theſe words, which deſerve 
particular attention, becauſe, in them, the great 
and only obje of religious worſhip is clearly 

* nte⸗/ 


— 


pointed out to us; Giving thanks always for all things 
td God, even the FATHER, in the name of. our Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt. St. James uſes the ſame tile, James 
mn. 9, + Therewith bleſs ue God, even the FAT HER; 
and Peter, II Pet. i. 17, For he ( Jeſus) received 
ſrom Cod the FATHER honour and glory; St. John 
alſo in his ſecond epiſtle, v. 3, Grace be with you, 
mercy, and peace from God'the FATHER ; and Jude 
likewiſe, v. 1, Fude—to . that are ſandliſied 
by' God the FAT HER. I is. tilt more 
remarkable, that Chriſt himſelf uſes the words 
GOD and FATHER as ſynonymous, John xx. 17. 


1 aſcend unto my FATHER and your FATHER, 40 
* GOD and . GOD. 


(From theſe paſſages we may y infer, i off 


| 67 That our ſaviour himſelf, and all his 0 
les, have adopted an uniform ſtile in ſpeaking of 


God. They _—y ood bi God the FA- 
5715 N | 


11 is WO that the apoſiles who wrote, 


— the perſons to whom they wrote, were well 
acquainted with this form of words, as being the 


familiar and. ordinary terms * were uſed 1 
* enn age. 


* 3. * 445 our r particular noi hae 
ey 1 LEES bran 4 fog | FT 
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ſuch forms of ſpeaking, as G d the Son, God the 
Holy Ghoſt, are never uſed by any of the ſacred 
plat in my part of the New Fan. 


TH 


r rom * whole: we. may — hes abe 
denen tenor of the Old and New Teſtament 
teaches us, in the moſt poſitive terms, that there 's 
but ONE GOD, that God is ONE PERSON, 
and that this Perſon is the FATHER. We. ob- 
jekt, therefore, io the doftrine of the trinity, becauſe 
it contradiQs this general tenor, and becauſe all 
the paſlages, produced by the , Trinitarians, will 
adinit of a fair interpretation, on unitarian prin- 


ciples. (c ES oi 
ws CHAPTER 
$4 "3.7 4 


{e) The Trinitarians aſſert, that notwithſtanding they 
believe a trinity of perſons in the divine eſſence, they 
preſerve the unity. But it may be clearly dem ni 
trated they do not. The Father they maintain is God, the 
$on, God, and the Holy Ghoſt, God I hey manta n alſo, 
that they are three diſtin& perſons, that is, that one is not 
the other, On theſe principles it neceſſarily follows, «that 
the Father is God cacluſively of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghoſt, that the *on is God exclufively of the Father, and of the - 
Holy Ghoſt, and that the Holy Ghoſt is God exdufwvely of 
the Father, and of the don. In other words, it follows 
that there muſt be three Gods, 


2 F ts 


Again, if the foregoing ſtatement be juſt, the three taken 
together muſt be more than any one of them taken ſeparately, 
If, therefore, one be of himſelf God, the three taken toget er 


th u vivincr or unt Anraten. 


& 4 * FY n ® " BY x 7 1 
7 5 * 94 & : 6-12 a+ © 14 3 £17; #: 4d ' 4+. 4 
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Of inf in wi hit Lodo a- 
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. Hawker obſerves in his firſt ſermon, that 
CVA the words of his text, Matt. xxii. 42, „are 
not a Title demonſtrative of the great point in 
ſtion,” %) To me they appear to have no- 
thing to do with it. It ſeems from the preceding 
verſes, that the Phariſees and Sadducees had been 
propoſing a number of queſtions to our ſaviour, 
enn ee than that of anal. 
He 
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muſt be more than God, Or if the three taken together make 
CRITTERS Wet GRE Sie; leſs than 
God. 
„„ | 
— bu oblrv in ti place, that th ew 
fon, the Unitarians reje& the do&rins of the trinity, is 
not becauſe it is a dottrine above their comprehenſion, but 
becauſe of the contradictions involved in every explanation 
of it, An account of theſe contradictions may be ſeen in 
eee eee 
ee e nn 


( . #3 
K. "4 92 696 1 & 


> x 2 r. 18. 
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He was well acquainted with their views, and, in 
order to put them to filence, aſks, What think ye 
of the Chriſt? whoſe ſon is heP They. ſay. ung 
him the ſon of David. He ſaith unto them, How 
| then doth David in ſpirit call him Lord, ſaying, 
The LORD ſaid unto my Lord, fit thou on my right 
hand till I make thine enemies thy ſootflool ? If 
David then call him Lord, how is he his ſon? 
Mr. Hawker is of opinion, that, in this paſſage, our 
bleſſed Lord meant to infer, that ſomewhat above 

the nature of a human being was appointed to 
_ difſtiguiſh the charaQter of the Meſſiah; that not- 
withſtanding Chriſt, according to the fleſh, was to 
ſpring from the ſeed of David, yet, at the ſame 
time, by his ſuperior nature, he was to be David's 
Lord; and that it is highly probable a conviftion 
of this kind was wrought in the minds of his hear- 
ers, becauſe the evangeliſt adds, They were not able 
to anſwer him a word, neither durſt any man, from 
that day forth, aſt him any more queſtions, (g) 


But this does not ſeem to be a juſt interpretation. 
Are we not rather to ſuppoſe, that jeſus Chriſt js 
the Jon of David, by natural deſcent, and that he 
is his Lord, in conſequence of his office, being, as 
the Meſſiah, not only the Lord of David, but the 
Lord of all mankind ? We may account for the 
ellekt the queſtion produced on the minds of the 
Jews, if we conſider, that being totally ignorant 


r. 19. 20, 
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at 


of the hatire of the Meſſiab's kingdom, it was im- 
poſſible for them to determine in what reſpett be 
was the Lord o 4 David. . 


Our ſaviour's own words confirm this expla- 
nation. David, he ſays, calls him Lord in ſpirit, 
by which we are to underſtand the ſpirit of pro- 
Phecy ; a certain proof that he was not his Lord 
atthe'time he wrote the prophecy, which he would 
Have been had he then exiſted as the Son of God. 


All he intended was, that the office of the Meſſiab 
would he of ſuch a nature, that he might properly 


de called the Lord of David, whenever he ſhould 
Joo dern into o the vorid. 


. Afier this argument, on which Mr. Hawker 
Profeſſes to lay no ſtreſs, he proceeds to the con · 
"deration of the queſtion, What think ye of Chriſt, 
"whoſe Jon is he? (h) And here he aſks; “ Is he, 
according to the opinion of out modernUnitarians, 
imply no other than a man, or, agreeable to the 
"doeirineof the eſtabliſhed church, is he the Son 
"of God?” Now what will thoſe of his readers, 
"Who are unacquainted with the principles of the 
Vnitarians, conclude from this, but that we deny 
Jus Chriſt'to be the Son of God ? This 1 affure 
"them is far from being the caſe, We as firmly, be- 
ol tf hte bs be. | The ev 0 
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lieve that jeſus Chriſt is the Son of God as Mr. 
Hawker. We are not, however, with him of 
opinion, that becauſe Jeſus is called the Son of 
God, he poſſeſſes a divine nature. Theſe are 
diltiv points, which, throughout his obſerva- 
tions on this part of the ſubjett, Mr. Hawker has 
overhaſtily and unwarily confounded. To avoid 
obſcurity, I will fate, in the firſt place, what ap- 
pears to me to be the ſcriptural ſenſe of the phraſe, 
Son of God, as applied to Jeſus Chrilt ; after which 
I will examine that part of the argument which 
may be ſuppoſed to prove that becauſe he is fo 


ſtiled, he muſt be of the ſame nature with his 
Father, | | 


In the firſt place, Jeſus Chriſt, in the New 
Teſtament, is called the Son of God, on account of 
his miraculous conception and birth. Luke I. 35: 
And the angel anſwered and ſaid unto her, The Holy 
Ghoſt ſhall come upon thee, and the power of the Higheſt 
fall overſhadow thee ; therefore allo that holy thing, 
which ſhall be born of thee, ſhall be called the Son of God. 
Here, ſays Mr, Hawker, is an expreſs and poſi- 
tive reaſon aſſigned why jeſus is called the Son of 
God. From the Holy Ghoſt coming upon Mary, and 
the power of the Higheſt over ſhadowing her; by which 
our bleſſed Lord deriving his exiſtence in the fleſh 
from a Divine Power, and without the interventi- 
on of an human father, he was truly and properly 

C called 


| 
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called the Son of God. A circumſtance evidently 
peculiar to Chriſt, and by which the title becomes 
applicable only to him.” (i) But thi is no proof 
that our Lord poſſeſſes a divine nature, that he 
is God of the ſame ſubſtance with his Father. It 
proves only that he was miraculouſly produced 
in the womb of the virgin by the power of the 
Moſt High, a doctrine which many Unitarians 
allow. (A) 


Secondly, Jeſus Chriſt is called the Son of God, 
becauſe it was a title which God himſelf gave him 
at 
(1) P. 25. | 

Mr. Hawker ſeems to lay great ſtreſs on the child be- 
ing called the holy, as he renders the original word, but more 
properly rendered by our tranſlators, holy thing ; whereby 
he ſays, the angel draws a ſtriking diſtinction between the 
word made fleſh, and the higheſt created being whatever. 
But it is to be noticed, that this holy thing was produced in 
the womb of the virgin by the Poly Ghoſt, and therefore, 
on the principles of the Trinitariar's, can be nothing more 
than the human nature of Jeſus Chriſt,” If, as Mr. Hawker 
ſuppoſes, it be the title of the word made fleſh, that is, 
of the divine nature of Jeſus Chriſt, it follows that the 
Word, the ſecond perſon in the trinity, was produced by 
the Holy Ghoſt, the third perſon in the trinity, in the 
womb of the virgin. But Mr. Hawker; was not, I ſuppoſe, 
aware of this conſequence, or he would not have argued in 
the manner he has done. The only reaſon aſſigned in the 
paſlage why the child is called holy, is, that he was to 
OL 006/07 (Bo omen. - wag; by ho impngiags 
one's of GO d. 
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at his baptiſm ; when, by a voice from heaven, he 
declared him to be his beloved Son, in whom he was 
well pleaſed. Matt. iii. 17. 


Thirdly, Jeſus Chriſt is called the Son of God, 
on acc unt of his office, as the Meſſiah. This ap- 
pears from the conſideration that the phraſes, the 
Chrift, the Meſſiah, and the Son of God, are ſy no- 
nomous. In the goſpels of Matthew and John, 
Peter's confeſſion reſpeQing Chriſt is in theſe 
words; Thou art the Chriſt, the Son of the living 
God. See Matt. xvi. 16, and John vi. 69. But, 
Mark viii. 29, it is; Thou art the Chriſt; and 
Luke ix. 20; The Chriſt of God. Compare alſo 
Matt. xxvi. 63, with Luke xxii. 66, 70. It is 
alſo ſaid, John i. 34, that John bare record con- 
cerning him, that he was the Son of God; but v. 41, 
we are informed, that one, of the two diſciples uo 
heard him, and /ollowed Jeſus, findeth his own brother 
Simon, and ſaith unto him, We have found the Meſſias, 
which is, being interpreted, the Chriſt. But the moſt 
ſtriking paſſage is John x. 36. Say ye of him whom 
the Fa her hath ſanctiſied, and ſent into the world ; 


Thou  blaſphemeſt ; becauſe I ſaid I am the Son of 
Goa ? | 


Fourthly, Jeſus Chriſt is called the Son of God, 
on account of his reſurtection from the dead. 
Rom. i. 4. And declared to. be the Son of God with 


power, 
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power, by the reſurreftion from the dead. He is ſaid 
allo, Col i. 15, to be the firſt born of every creature, 
or, of the whole creation, a term which the apoſtle 
explains, v. 18, by calling him the firſt born Jrom 
the dead. (1) © 


On all theſe accounts, Jeſus is called, in the 
New Teſtament, the Son of God, On all theſe 
accounts, do we believe him to be the Son of Ged 
in a ſenſe peculiar to himſelf; in a ſenſe in which 
no other being is entitled to the appellation, I 
hope, therefore, none of my readers will ſuppoſe 
with Mr. Hawker, that we conſider this phraſe, 
when applied to our bleſſed Lord, in the light of 
a mere, complimentary title. 


I will now proceed to examine thoſe of Mr. 
Hawker's arguments which may be ſuppoſed to 


prove, that becauſe Jeſus is called the Son of God, 
his nature muſt be divine. 


The 


(1) It ſeems from theſe and other places, that the reſur- 
rettion from the dead is repreſented, in the New Teſtament, 
as a new creation, or a new ſtate of exiſtence, in which, 
_ Jeſus Chriſt, becauſe he is the firſt that roſe, not 
to die again, is called the head, the firſt born, the chief. 
I Cor, xv. 20, he is called the firſt fruits of them that ſept. 
Rev. i. 5, he is tiled the faithful witneſs, the firſt 21 
the dead ; and, Rev. iii. 14. the faithful and true witneſs, the 
4. 
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The firſt proof which belongs to this part of 
the ſubjze&, is that which he deduces from the ex- 
preſſive phraſes with which the term, Son of God, 
is connected, (m) ſuch as the only begotten Son of 
God, who is in the boſom of the Father, the beloved Son 
of God, the dear Son of God, the image of the in- 
viſible God, the firſt born of every creature. To this 
it may be anſwered, that the three firſt phraſes 
are expreſſive only of affedtion; and that, in this 
ſenſe, they are peculiarly applicable to Jeſus Chrift, 
whom we believe to be a perſon moſt dear to 
God the Father. Similar expreſſions are uſed 
alſo with reſpet to others, as well as with reſpe&t 
to Chriſt.. Exod. iv. 22, Iſrael is called the fir 
born Son of God. Heb. xi. 17, Iſaac is ſaid to be 
the only begotten ſon of Abraham ; and, Eph. v. 1, 
the apoſtle Paul exhorts the Epheſians to walk 
worthy of God, as dear, as beloved children. He 
is ſtiled the image of the invi/ible God, becauſe he 
bears the neareſt reſemblance to him of any be- 
ing with whom we are acquainted. The phraſe, 
firſt born of every creature, has already been ex- 
plained. | 


Mr. Hawker's next proof is taken from our 
Lord's anſwer to the eus, reſpecting the cripple 
he had healed on the ſabbath-day. (n) John v. 


17. 
(m) p. 24. 
(n) P. 31. 
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17. 18. But Jeſus anſwered them, My Father work- 
eil hutherto, and I work. Therefore the Fews ſought 
the more to hill him, becauſe he not only had broken the 
ſabbath, but ſaid alſo, that God was his Father, making 
humſelf equal with God. But this conſtruQtion of 
the Jews was nothing more than their own wilful 
and wicked miſrepreſentation of his meaning. It 
does not appear, that the meek and lowly Jeſus 
had ever conceived ſuch a thought; and no ſooner 
had they made the infinuation, than he rejected the 
idea with abhorrence. Verily, verily I ſay unto you, 
the Son can do nothing of himſelf; and again, v. go, 
I can of mine own ſelf do nothing. 


Another paſſage which Mr. Hawker quotes is 
Jobn x go. I and my Father are one. But this no 
more proves, that Chriſt was poſſeſſed of the ſame 
nature with his Father, than his prayer, reſpeQing 
his diſciples, proves that he requeſted of his Father, 
tat they might poſſeſs it. John xvii. 20--22. 
Neither pray I jor theſe alone, but for them alſo which 
ſhall believe on me through their word ; that they all 
may be one, as thu, Father, art in me, and / in thee; 
that they alſo may be one in us: that the world may be- 
lieve that thu haſt ſent me. And the glory which thou 
gaveſt me, I have given them ; that they may be one, 
even as we are one. See allo I Cor, iii. 8. 


As a fariher proof that our Lord poſſeſſes a 
divine 


A DEFENCE OF UNITARIANISM. 23. 


divine nature, Mr. Hawker produces the inſtance 
of the blind man who acknowledged Jeſus io be 
the Son of God, and worſhipped him accordingly. 
See John ix. 35—38. By confefſing him, how- 
ever, to be the ſon of God, the blind man meant 
nothing more than an acknowledgement that 
Jeſus was the Meſſiah, to which it has already been 
proved, the phraſe, Son of God, is ſynonomous. 
With reſpe& to the term woe, had not Mr. 
Hawker laid ſo much ſtreſs on it, I ſhould not 
have thought there would have been any neceſſity 
to have informed my reader, that it does not al- 
ways imply religious wor ſhip. It is ſaid, 1 Chron. 
xxix. 20, that all ths congregation bowea down their 
heads, and worſhipped the Lora and the king (David.) 
And Matt, xviii. 26, Our ſaviour ſays, The ſer- 
vant fell down and worſhipped his Lord. By the 
word worſhip, therefore, when applied to inferior 
beings, we are to underſtand nothing more than 
an extraordinary degree of reſpett. It is to be un- 
derſtood in the higheſt ſenſe, only when applied to 
that great Being whom our Lord himſelf de- 
clares to be the ſole object of religious adoration. 
Matt iv, 10. Thou ſhalt worſhip the LORD thy 
GOD, and HIM only fhalt thou ſerve. 


The declaration of Peter, of the Eunuch, of 
Nathaniel, of Martha, of John, and of the ſpirits 
of darkneſs, as Mr. Hawker ſtiles the demoniacs, 
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that Jeſus was the Son of God, is to be conſider- 
ed in no other light than their teſtimony that * 
was the Meſſiah or the Chriſt. 


The charge of blaſphemy brought by the high 
prieſt againſt our ſaviour for declaring himſelt to 
be the Son of God, ſeems to have been founded 
on a law exiſting among the Jews, by which it was 
made blaſphemy for any one falſly to aſſume that 
title, or in other words, to declare himſelf to be 
the Meſſiah. John xix. 7. We have @ law, and by 
our law he ought to die, becauſe he made himſel/ the 
Son of God. Dr. Lardner ſuppoſes that the Jews 
had learned this title and charatter of the Meſiah | 
from Pf. ii, 7—12. (0) 


The laſt paſſage to which Mr. Hawker refers, 
which has any relation to this part of the ſubjett, is 
Kom. i. 4; where the apoſtle Paul ſays, he was 
declared to the Son of God with power ; © plainly 
teſtifying,” ſays Mr. Hawker, by this expreſſion, 
what the apoſtles ſentiments were, that this'appel- 
lation was not with Chriſt a barren title, but ac- 
companied with that plenitude of authority which 
the relationſhip might be ſuppoſed to include, dif- 
fering moſt eſſentially in every point, when ap- 
plied to any mere human charafter, and when 


ſpoken 


(0) Dr. Lardner's letter on the Logos, p. 24. laſt edition. 
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ſpoken of him who came in all the power of the 
Higheſt.” (5 


In anſwer to theſe obſervations, I will preſent 
my reader with a paraphraſe of the words by Mr. 
Locke, who, as an impartial commentator, ſtands 
bigh in the opinion of all.“ With moſt mighty 
power,” ſays he, “ declared to be the Son of God, 
by his reſurreftion from the dead, fle adds in a 
note, he that will read in the original what St. 
Paul ſays, Eph. i. 19, 20, of the power which 
God exerted in raiſing up Chriſt from the dead, 
will hardly avoid thinking, that he ſees St, Paul la- 
bouring for words to expreſs the greatueſs of it,” ( 9 


I have now, I believe, examined all the paſ- 
ſages Mr Hawker has produced which relate to this 
part of the controverſy, not one of which ſeems 
to prove, that becauſe Jeſus is called the Son of 
God, he poſſeſſes, à divine nature. The natural 
concluſion is, that he is ſo ſtiled, merely on ac- 


count of bis charatter and office. | 


e 1 Wet as part of the ſubje, I may 
aſk, how it is, if Jeſus Chriſt, as the Son of God, 
be really poſſeſſed of a divine nature, that no paſ- 
ſage is to be found in the New Teſtament, which 

ai; x Df - 21%: 
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(+) P. 37. Note, {q) Locke in loc, 
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in direct terms afſerts it? This would have put the 
matter out of diſpute. But it cannot, I think, be 
pretended to be the caſe, 


u may ulld Farther be aſked, how it is, that Mr, 
"Hawker and other Trinitarians, who with him aſ. 
ſert that Jeſus Chriſt is the eternal Son of the 
"elernal Father, preſerve the dofrine of the divine 
"unity? The very terms, Father and Son, neceſ- 
Farily imply, that one preceded ihe other. This 
being the caſe, if the word, eternal, be uſed in the 
fame ſenſe when applied to each, the aſſertion 
contains as grofs a cohtradigtion as tan poſſibly be 
"uttered, But whether the word be uſed in the 
ſame ſenſe or not, it is a ſelf evident truth, that a 
being, who is begotten, muſt neceſſarily be diſtind 
from the being who begets him. If, therefore, 
"the Son were begotten of the Father, he muſt ne- 
ceſſarily be a being diſtin from the Father. But 
if the Father and the Son be diftin& beings, and 
each of them at the ſame time God, it neceſſarily 
follows that there muſt be two Gods; a doflfine 
which is contradidted in almoſt every page of the 
{criptires. | a rn T7 
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a 4 By the ſame mode of reaſoning it may be prov- 
end, that the, Holy Ghoſt, on the Tuppoſition be 

" proceeded from-4he Father and Son, is a third 


God. 
Indeed, 
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Indeed, allowing the principles of the athana · 
fians to be true, for any thing we know to the 
- contrary, there may be many more. If a res- 
ſon ever exiſted for the Father to heget one 
Son of the ſame nature with himſelf, a reaſon 
might alſo exiſt for him afterwards to beget ano- 
ther; and there may have been generations and 
proceſſions of this kind innumerable. Thus it is, 
that thoſe, who have introduced ipto our holy re- 
ligion what are called theſe awful myſteries, have 
degraded the divine nature. 


of the nn in the New Teſlament which are re ſup- | 
foſed to prove our Lord's * n. 


— —— 


R. Hawker afferts, that the evidences we 
have of our Lord's pre-exiftent ſtate and 
dignity, are the great criteria of his divinity. (7) 
He then produces a number of paſſages to prove 
this pre-exiſtent ſtate. But even allowing his own 
interpretation of them to be true, it would not fol- 
tow, that Chriſt was poſſeſſed of a divine nature; 
fincs 


(7) P, 41, 
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fince it was poſſible for him to have enjoyed a 
ate of dignity previous to his birth, and at the 
ſame time to be a creature, who derived his ex- 
iſtence and all his powers from God. 1 


Profeſiing myſelf, however, to be of opinion, 
that our Lord had no (exiſtence before he was 
born, I will. proceed to examine all the paſſages 
Mr Hawker has brought Ts to "prove 4 Ma 
contrary dodrine. n 


John xvii. 5. And now, O Father, glorify thou 
me with thine own, /e/f, with the glory which I had 
wilh thee before the world was. But ſo far is this 
prayer from proving the deity of Jeſus Chriſt, that 
it is a moſt ditett and ſolemn avowal of his own 
to the contrary ; a moſt direct and ſolemn avowal 
that the glory for which he prayed, of whatever 


nature it might be, was ** at the — of 
bis en F aber. | 2 


Perhaps it may be ſaid, that our faviour did not 
put up this prayer in his divine, but in his human 
nature. To this it may be anſwered, that the hu- 
man nature had no glory with the Father before 
the world was, not exiſting, as the Trinitarians 
themſelves allow, till it was born of Mary. Thoſe 
of them, therefore, who contend that the inter- 
pretatioa Mr. Hawker has given, is the true one, 

FE AS. GC 
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are reduced to the neceſſitj of ſuppoſing, that the 
ſecond perſon in the trinity prayed to the firſt, 
that is, that God prayed to God, or, of giving up 
the paſſage, as proving nothing | in favour of their 
ſcheme, - 


Thoſe, who diſbelieve the pre-exiſtent ſtate of 
Chriſt, ſuppoſe that the glory, for which he pray- 
ed, was a glory which he had in the divine coun- 
ſels before 'the world was, and which was about 


to be conferred upon him. The reaſons for this 
interpretation are the following. 


1. That this glory does not appear, from the 
conneQtion, to have been a glory which he before 


poſſeſſed, but a glory which he was to receive as 
the reward of his meritorious conduct. v. 4. 5. 
I have glorified thee on the earth: I have finiſhed the 
work thou gaveſt me to do, and now O Father, Sc. 


2. That the glory was not of a nature peculiar 
to Chriſt, but which he himſelf ſpeaks of as enjoy- 
ing in common with his diſciples. v. 22. And the 
glory which thou gaveſt me, I have given them. It 
deſerves attention alſo, that the phraſeology of the 
laſt mentioned verſe, is ſimilar to that of the paſ- 
ſage we are conſidering. Chriſt afſerts, that he 
had given the «diſciples this glory. Not that we 
ns to ſuppoſe, he had put them into afual 

poſſeſſion 
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. poſſeſſion of it; but had given it to them in the 
ſame manner that he had received it, by appoint- 
ment, and by promiſe. 


3. There are other fimilar expreſſions in the 
New Teſtament, which Trinitarians, as well as 
ourſelyes, are obliged to explain in the ſame man- 
ner. Eph. i. 4, Chriſtians are ſaid to be choſen in 
Chriſt before the foundation of the world: and 1. 
Tim, i. g, Grace is ſaid to have been given us in 
Chriſt Fe ous, before the world began. 


John vi. 38. I came down from heaven. John viii. 
42. 1 proceeded forth, and came from God. To theſe 
paſſages may be added John viii. 2g. Ye are from 
beneath, I am from above: Ye are of this world, I am 
not of this world ; and John xvi. 28. J came forth 
from the Father, and am come into the world: again, 
IT leave the world, and go to the Father. That by 
theſe expreſſions our Lord intended nothing more 
than that he was a divine meſſenger inveſted with 
a divine commiſſion, ſeems evident from the fol- 
lowing ſimilar paſſages. Matt. xxi. 25. The baptiſm 
of John, whence was it p from heaven, or of men ? 
that is, was it of divine or of human authority ? 
John i. 6. There was a man ſent from God, whoſe 
name was John, John xvii. 18. As thou haſt ſent me into 
the world, even ſo have I alſo ſent them into the world, 
What Jeſus meant by ſaying, he proceeded, forth and 
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came from God, he himſelf explains John viii, 42, 
Jeſus ſaid, I proceeded forth, and came from God ; 
neither came I of my/elf, but he ſent me. Thus evi- 
dently teaching us, that the phraſes, proceeding 
forth, and coming from God, are ſynonomous to 
the phraſe, ſent from God, It may be obſerved 
alſo concerning theſe expreſſions, that in whatever 
manner they are explained, they flatly contraditt 
the doctrine of our Lord's deity. The perſon who 
ſends, and the perſon who is ſent, muſt neceſſarily 
be diſtin, and the one ſuperior to the other. 


John viii. 58. Before Abraham was, I am. To 
underſtand this paſſage, nothing more is neceſſary 
than to attend to its connection. The Jews had 
been reproving Chriſt for making himſelf ſuperior 
to Abraham. He anſwered them, that Abrabam, 
great as he was, rejoiced to ſee his day, that he ſaw it, 
and was glad. Now Mr, Hawker, I ſuppoſe, will 
agree with me, that by this nothing more was in- 
tended, than that Abraham rejoiced in the pro- 
ſpe& of his day, owing to the promiſe which God 
had made him, that in his ſeed ſhould all the nations 
of the earth be bleſſed. The Jews, however, imagin- 
ing, or pretending to imagine, that he meant he 
had aQtually ſeen Abraham in the fleſh, aſk him 
how it was poſſible, ſince he was not yet fifty years 
old. For reaſons of his own he did not chuſe to 
explain himſelf, but repeats his former aſſertion in 

ſtill 
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fill ſtronger terms, Verily, verily I ſay unto you, 
Byfore Abraham was, I am. As if he had ſaid, . You 
need not be ſurpriſed at what I inform you, for I 
was not only promiſed, as the Meſſiah, to your 
father Abraham, but exiſted, in the divine ap- 
pointment and promiſe, long before the time of 
Abraham.” | 


The arguments in favour of this interpretation 
are the following, 


1. That there is as much reaſon to put this con- 
ſtruction on the laſt aſſertion of our Saviour, as on 
the firſt, viz, that Abraham rejoiced to ſee his day, 
that he ſaw it, and was glad. Now no one ſup- 
poſes from this, that Abraham really ſaw Chriſt in 
the fleſh ; but that he ſaw him only as exiſting in 
the divine decree and promiſe. Why then ſhould 
we not have recourſe to the ſame method of in- 
terpretation in explaining the laſt aſſertion, and 
conclude, that Jeſus did not mean, that be per- 
ſonally exiſted before Abraham, but only that he 
was appointed by God to be the Meſſiah, and 
promiſed to the world before Abraham ? 


2. It is unnatural to ſuppoſe, that Jeſus ſhould 
ſo ſuddenly change his meaning, when the phraſes 
are ſo ſimilar, from aſſerting that he only exiſted, 
in the divine purpoſe {pe promiſe, at the time of 
# | Abraham, 
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Abraham, to a declaration of his own perſonal 
exiſtence before Abrabam, On the contrary, is 

it not much more natural to imagine, that in the 
ſenſe in which Chriſt exiſted at the time of Abra- 
ham, in that ſenſe, and in that only, he exiſted be- 
fore Abrabam; that as Abraham ſaw his day in 
the divine prediQtions and promiſes, ſo likewiſe he 
exiſted, in the days, and even before the days, of 
Abraham, in theſe predictions and promiſes? 


3- There are other paſſages. in the New Teſta- 
ment, as has been before obſerved, which we are 
obliged to explain in the ſame manner. In ad- 
dition to thoſe fron quoted, ſee Rev. xiii. 8, 


4. The 8 7s , L am, ought to. have 
been rendered, I am he, that is, the Meſſial, it be- 
ing evidently elliptical, Our tranſlators have ſo 
rendered it twice in this chapter. See v. 24 and 28. 
The ſame elliptical expreſſion is alſo put into the 
mouth of the blind man. John ix. 9. Some ſaid, 
This is, he : others ſaid, He is like him: but he. 
Jai vow ug, 1 am he. A | 


: 
9 
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2 ; But 
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ms reader, if he will look into the engliſh Teſta- 
ment, will perceive that the word he, in all theſe inſtances, 
is printed in italics, as making no part of the original, 


„ A DEFENCE OF UNITARIANISM- 


But perhaps it will be ſaid, that in this inſtance, 
the Jews underſtood our ſaviour as aſſerting his 
pre-exiſtence. To this it may be anſwered, that, 
in general, the queſtions of the Jews were pro- 
poſed to him out of captiouſneſs, and that they al- 
ways endeavoured to put a falſe conſtruction on 
his words, hoping, by theſe means, to lay hold of 
ſomething whereon they might ground an accuſa- 
tion againſt him, and make him obnoxious to the 
people. In conſequence of this, his language was 
ſometimes deſignedly ambiguous ; and he would 
ſeldom, if ever, condeſcend to explain himſelf to 
them. An inſtance of this kind may be ſeen in 
the g iſt and gad verſes of this very chapter; where 
he ſays, If a man keep my ſaying he ſhall never ſee 
death. Then ſaid the Fews unto him, Now we know that 
thou haſt a devil. Abraham is dead, and the prophets ; | 
and thou ſayeſt, If a man keep my ſaying, he ſhall never 
taſte of death.” It is remarkable, that Jeſus does not 
add a word by. way of explanation. See alſo_ 


John vi. 47=-59 ; where he perſiſts in bis figura- 


tive motle of expreſſion, reſpeQing the neceſſity 
of eating his fleſh and drinking his blood, although 
he ſaw their groſs, and perhaps wilful miſtake, of 
his words. The laſt inſtance to which I ſhall re- 
fer, is John ii. 18—22 ; where the Jews, offended 
at his ſeeming preſumption, deſire a ſign in con- 
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firmation of his authority. He anſwers, Deſtroy 
this temple, and in three days I will raiſe it up. Then 
ſaid the Jews, Forty and fix years was this temple in 
building, and wilt thou rear it up in three days? To 
this he made no reply, nor did even his diſciples 
know his real meaning till after his reſurreQtion. 
For it is added by the evangeliſt, That he ſpale of 
the temple of his body. When therefore he was riſen 
from the dead, his diſciples remembered that he had ſaid 
this unto them: and they believed the ſcripture, and 
the word which Jeſus had ſaid. I have thought pro- 
per to treat this objeQtion at large, becauſe it ap- 
pears to me, from the conſideration of the paſſages 
I have. quoted, and of many others, that it is im- 
poſſible to eſtabliſh the truth of any dottrine, 
merely from the opinion which the Jews entertain- 
ed, or pretended to entertain, of our Lord s aſſer- 
tions. 


Jobn iii, 13. And no man hath aſcended up to 
heaven, but he that came down from heaven, even the 
Jon of man who ts in heaven. If theſe words be 
taken in their literal ſenſe, the aſſertions 1 
contain are not true. F or | 


1. Allowing Jeſus Chriſt to haye been in heaven, 
as a pre-exiſtent being, we have no intimation that 
he ever aſcended up into heaven, as the ſon of 
man, till after his reſurrektion. 


2. Other 
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. Other men had aQtually aſcended up to 
heaven, Enoch, we are informed, was tranſlated, 


and the prophet Elijah was taken up into heaven 
in a Chariot of fire. - 


Our Lord, therefore, in this inſtance, muſt be 
underſtood figuratively. By aſcending up into 
heaven, he moſt probably meant, that he was in- 
timately acquainted with the divine will, /t) and 
by his coming down from heaven, that he was 
commiſſioned by God to reveal it to the world; 
Mr. Wakefield thus explains the words. No one 
hath a perfe# knowledge of the will of God, but he 
who 1s immediately commiſſioned to declare his 
will, even the ſon of man, who has always an 
eſpecial communication with God.” This interpre- 
tation ſeems to be confirmed by the parallel paſ- 
ſage, John i. 18. No man hath ſeen God at 'any 
time: the only begotten Son, which is in the boſom. of 
Father, he hath declared him. i. e. No man ever 
had ſuch a perfet knowledge of the will of God 
as Jews C hriſt. That this is the proper ſenſe of 

ene by 


{t) Of this opinion was Raphelius, the ſon, dtd 
believer in the divinity of Jeſus Chriſt, See his preface to 
his father's annotations on the ſcriptures. So alſo was Dr. 
Doddridge. . Aſcended up to heaven, to ſearch into=-the 
truths of God. The phraſe of aſcending into heaven, is. 
plainly uſed in this ſenſe, are 18. Rom. x, 6, and 
Prov. xxx. 4.“ e ee 
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the phraſe, ſeeing God, is evident from iii. John, 
ver. 11. e that doth cuil hath not ſeen God. © 


John vi. 62. TWWhat and if ye ſhall ſee the ſon of 
man aſcend up where he was before. Neither can we 
take theſe words in their literal ſenſe, becauſe it 
does not appear that Jeſus Chriſt was ever before 
in heaven, as the ſon of man. But, notwithſtanding 
I am perſuaded they have no reference to the 
ſuppoſed ſtate of our Lord's pre-exiſtence, I frank- 
ly own, that I never met with'an explanation of 
them, which perſealy ſatised me. The moſt 
natural ſuppoſition is, that, ſtanding in the midſt of 
figurative expreſſions, they are themſelves alſo 
figurative. Dr. Lardner is of opinion, that nothing 
more was meant by Jeſus, than that he ſhould 
not always be perſoually here. The following is 
an extract from a letter of his to the Rev. Mr. 
Wiche, of Maidſtone, Kent. © As for John vi. 
62. I would refer you to Grotius: I think we 
muſt not underſtand our Lord there too literally, 
For we are not thence to conclude, that our Lord's 
body came down from heaven; nor are we to 
ſuppoſe, that many or moſt of thoſe, to whom. he 
was then ſpeaking, would ſee him aſcend to heaven. 
I have been apt to think, that thereby our Lord 
intended only to ſay, that he ſhould not always be. 
perſonally here, but ſhould leave this world, which. 
was the moſt dilcouraging thought to all the car- 
* | 5 = nal” 
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nal Jews, and much ſuited to his purpoſe on the 
preſent occaſion. ' If you pleafe, you may conſult 
my ſecond volume of ſermons, p. 188, &c. It is 
obſervable that our Lord ſays, John xvi. 5, 1 go 
my way to him that ſent mr ; and vii, 33» And then 1 
go to him that Jent me. He ſeems delignedly to avoid 
the word return.” Should the above not be the 
true meaning, it ſurely cannot be pretended, that 
the doubtful 1 interpretation of one obſcure pallage 
is to be fet in oppoſition to the general tenor of 
ſcripture, 


John i. 1. 2. g. 4. 10. 11. 12. 14. In the begin- 
ning was the Word, and the Word was with God, 
and the Word was God, The ſame, &c. This paſſage 
does not appear to me to relate either to the divi- 
| nity, or to the pre exiſtence of Chriſt, but to be a 
deſcription of the divine Wiſdom, as manifeſted in 
the works of creation, and particularly in the diſ- 
penſation of the goſpel. The apoſtle might take 
the idea from different paſſages in the Old Teſta- 
ment, in which the work of creation is aſcribed 
ſometimes to the word, ſometimes to the wiſdom 
of God, Gen. i. g. God ſaid let there be light, and 
there was light. Pl. xxxiii, 6. By the word of the 
LORD were the heavens made, and all the hoſt of them 
by the breath of his mouth, Ver. 9. He ſpake and it 
was done, he commanded and it ſtood faſt. Pſ, 104. 
24. O LORD how manifold are thy works! in wiſdom, 

a ' haſt 
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haſt thou made them all. Pſ. cxxxvi. 5. To him that 
by wiſdom made the heavens. Prov iii. 19. The 
LORD by wiſdom hath ſounded the earth, by under- 
ſtanding hath he eſtabliſhed the heavens. 


| Particularly does he ſeem to have had in view 
that beautiful perſonification of the divine wiſdom 
in the book of Proverbs. Prov. viii. 2231. The 
LORD poſſeſſed me in the beginning of his way, before 
his works of old. I was ſet up from everlaſting, from 
the beginning, or ever the earth was. When there 
were no depths, I was brought forth: when there 
were no fountains abounding with water. Before the 
mountains were ſettled ; before, the hulls was I brought 
forth : While as. yet he had not made the earth, nor the 
fields, nor the hugheſt part of the duſt of the world. 
When he prepared the heavens, I was there ; when he 
ſet a compaſs upon the face of the depth : When he eſta- 


bliſhed the clouds above: when he ſtrengthened the foun-  - 


tains of the deep: When he gave to the ſea his decree, - 
that the waters ſhould not paſs his commandment : when - 
he appointed the foundations of the earth: Then I was 
by him, as one brought up with him; and I was daily 
his delight, rejoi cing always before. him; Rejoicing in 
the habitable part of his earth ; and my delights were 
with the ſons of men. 


This ſeems to be the word or wiſdom which the 
apoſtle ox) deſcribes in the introduction to his 


goſpel, | 
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goſpel, by which he aſſerts, that the world was 
made, but which was in a more eſpecial manner 


manifeſted, by dwelling in the perſon of Jeſus 
Chriſt, being that divine principle, which, in other 
places, is called the ſpirit, or the power of God, 
and to which our ſaviour refers both his doArines 
and his works. By rendering the term logos, Wi/- 
dom (u) inſtead of Word, which we may with very 
great propriety, and by ſubſtituting the word it 
inſtead of kim, the following will perhaps be the 
true interpretation of the paſſage. 


In the beginning was Wiſdom, and Wiſdom was with 
God, and Wiſdom was, not a perſon diſtin from 
God, but God himſelf, being an attribute under 
which he is very frequently deſcribed, The ſame 
was in the beginning with God. All things were made 
by it, and without it was not any thing made that was 
made. In it was life, and the life was the light of 
men. It (Wiſdom) was in the world, and the world 
was made by it, and the world knew it not. It came. 
to its own people, that is, the Jews who are called 
God's people, but its own received it not, But as 
many as received it, to them it gave power to become the 
ſons of God, even to them that believe on its name. 

And 


(u) Le Clerc renders the term logos, ratio, reaſon. But | 
he remarks, that logos, reaſon, is the ſame with oop1a, ſa- 
pientia, wiſdom, and that they are often put-for each other. 
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And wiſdom was made, or rather was, or became 
fleſh, by being united with fleſh, by reſiding in 
the man Chriſt Jeſus, and dwelt among us, and we 
beheld is glory, the glory as of the only begotten, or 
well beloved of the Father, full of grace and truth, 


This rendering will be confirmed, when it is 
conſiddered, that Jeſus Chriſt is not called the logos 
in any other part of John's goſpel, or by any of 
the other evangeliſts or apoſtles. On the contrary, 
the only Treaſon which John aſſigns for writing his 
hiſtory, is, that thoſe for whoſe uſe he wrote, 
might believe, not that Jeſus was himſelf the * 
the ſupreme God, but that Jeſus was the Chriſt, the 
Son of. God, and that believing they might have life 

through his name. See John xx. 1. | 


The paſſage Mr. Hawker quotes from John's 
firſt epiſtle, refers, not to the perſon of Chriſt, but 
to the doctrine of eternal life which he taught. 
The words are thus rendered by Beauſobre and 
L'Enfant : We publiſh unto you concerning the 
word of liſe. Him, who was from the beginning; 
whom we have heard ; whom we have ſeen with 
our eyes, whom we have looked upon, and our 
hands have handled : For the life was manifeſted, 
and we have ſeen it, and bear witneſs, and ſhew 
unto you that eternal life, which was with the Fa- 


F ther, 
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ther, and was manifeſted unto us. Him whom we 
have ſeen and heard publiſh we unto you.” (u, 


II Cor. viii. g. For ye know the grace of our 
Tord Jeſus Chrift, that though he was rich, yet for your 
ſakes he became poor ;. that ye through his poverly might 

be rich. If the learned Biſhop of St. David's, in 
his controverſy with Dr. Prieſtley, has not pro- 
duced this paſſage to prove, that the Corinthians 
were believers in our Lord's divinity, which 
Mr, Hawker intimates he might have done; (w) it 
was, I ſhould preſume, becauſe it never appeared 
to him to have any thing to do with his divinity, 
ſince it was poſſible for Chriſt to have been rich in 
a pre-exiſtent ſtate without being God. It does 
not appear to me to prove a ſtate of pre-exiſtence, 
notwithſtanding Mr. Hawker ſeems ſo very confi- 
dent in afferting the contrary. The truth is, he has 
taken for granted what he ought to have proved, 
that it was impoſſible, in any ſenſe, for our Lord 
to 


e, This rendering is very ably ſupported by Mr. Lind- 
ſey, in his ſecond Addreſs to the Youth of the two Univer- 
ſities, p. 46. 47, note. Indeed the whole ſeftion, from 
p. 26—86, containing an excellent paraphraſe of the pre- 
face to John's goſpel, is deſerving attention, notwithſtand- 
ing Mr. Hawker's aſſertion, p. 52, that it is too chimerical 
to be treated ſeriouſly, Such things are eafily aſſerted. 
But let the reader conſult Mr, L, and judge for himſelf. 


| u P. 55. Note. 
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to have been rich, unleſs he had enjoyed a prior 
ſtate of dignity. But it is the opinion of many 
wiſe and good men, that the riches of Chriſt were 
the great powers he receiyed from God, and which 
he poſſeſſed in this world, and that his meritorious 
poverty conſiſted in not employing them for the 
ſake of promoting his own private eaſe and ad- 
vantage. The tranſlation Mr. Wakefield has given 
of the verſe, and which 1s certainly the true one, 
confirms this interpretation. Ye know the favour of 
our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, that while he was rich, (x) 
for your ſakes he became poor, Sc. From this it 
plainly appears, that the riches of Chriſt weie 
ſomething he poſlelſed, while he was on earth. 
And what could theſe riches be, but thoſe divine 
powers with which he was inveſted ? 


Philippians ii. 5—9g. Let this mind be in you 
which was alſo in Chriſt Jeſus: Who, being in the form 
of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with God: 
But made himſelf of no reputation, and took upon him 
the form of a ſervant, and was made in the likeneſs of 
men: And being found in faſhion as a man, he humbled 
imſelf, and became obedient unto death, even the death 
of the croſs. Wherefore God allo hath haghly exalted 
him, and given hum a name which ts above every name. 
Mr, Hawker pronounces alſo, with tov much con- 


fidence, 


(x) The original is n wr, bring rich. 
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fidence, upon this paſſage. The reaſon is, that he 
has here alſo taken it for granted, that this form of 
God was ſomething which our ſaviour enjoyed in 
a prior ſtate of dignity, and which he laid aſide 
when he made his appearance in the world, It 
may however refer only to ſomething he poſſeſſed 
when on earth. The following excellent inter- 
pretafjon of the paſſage, in Mr. Linſey's Sequel to 
his Apology for reſigning the vicarage of Catterick, 
will perhaps convince the reader that it does. 


« It is commonly preſumed, that this paſſage 
conveys a full proof of Chriſt's pre- exiſtence; and 
that, the ſorm of God here ſpoken of relates to the 
ſplendid condition of being, which he poſſeſſed 
before his appearance in the wofld, or was found 
in faſhion as a man, An unprejudiced examination 
of the apoſtle's words will probably ſhew, that he 
did not intend to 3 any ſuch thing by them.” 


« He is obviouſly recommending humility and 
- obedience to God by the example of Chriſt. But 
theſe-are the virtues of a creature; and cannot be- 
long to God. This therefore beſpeaks Chriſt to 
have been the creature of God, though greatly fa- 
voured and beloved. His high rank, eminence, 
and dignity, from which he ab it were deſcended, 
is deſcribed by his being in the /orm of God.” 


« This 


# 
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This form of God was ſomething poſſeſſed by 
Chriſt when he was upon earth. For the apoſtle 
ſpeaks of it as belonging to Chriſt Jeſus, names 
which marked him out, as a man amongſt men. It 
is moreover no part of St. Paul's Enquiry or con- 
cern here, who or what he had been in a ſormet 
condition of being, ſuppoſing there had been any 
ſuch. He would certainly point to what fell withs 
in the obſervation of beholders, and not to a part 
of the character of Jeſus, which was unknown, and 
never explicitly mentioned by the apoſtle; I would 
ſay, never mentioned at all. St. Paul alſo, as 
will ſoon be perceived, ſpeaks of our Lord as laying” 
afide this form of God whilſt he was amongſt men: 
not before he came among them. And the expreſſions 
uſed by him confirm this, f liv v being 
in the form of God, as our tranflators have well 
rendered it; not , having been. And it ſeems 
emphatical here ; although the preſent time is 
Ee arm pr for "me paſt.” 


« The term wogP, forma, facies, FREE imports 
the outward form, face, reſemblance of any thing 
or perſon, in oppoſition to its real internal nature 
and conſtitution. We are then to inquire, what 
might be that forth or appearance of God which 

Chriſt 


. pwoepn bis, the charafter, not the eſſence or nature of 
God; as woghn uu afterwards denotes the character of a 
ſervant. 

1 
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Chriſt wore upon earth? Now this evidently con- 
liſted in thoſe extraordinary endowments of a di- 
vine wiſdom and power, which ſhone forth in him: 
by which be ſpoke ſo as never man ſpoke, knew 
the hearts of men, healed the fick, reſtored fight 
to the blind, raiſed the dead, muliiphed a few 
loaves to the feeding of many thoulands; in ont, 
e God, and not weak, ſrail, indigent man.“ 


6 This was his great dignity. Next follows the 
account of his humility : ke thought it no robbery to 
be equal with God, ſays pur engliſh verſion. But 
this was no proof in the leaſt of his humility ; but 
the contrary. Common ſenſe therefore, and all 
juſt criticiſm, muſt approve the better interpreta- 
tion given by the learned Dr. Clarke, and by him 
ſupported with great ability, “ and the teſtimony 
of the moſt antient chriſtian writers: viz. being in 
the form of God, he did not look on it as a prize to be 
haſtily catched at to be like God ; did not eagerly co- 
vet to be honoured for his godlike powers; was 
not ambitious of diſplaying them.” | 


But his humility went farther. Ie made him- - 
felf of no reputation, wore uu, emptied himſelf, laid 
aſide all theſe high powers and prerogatives, as if 
he had not been poſſeſſed of them, ſave where the 


glory 
* Scrip. doct. of the Trin. p. 179, 180. 
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glory of God and benefit of mankind called him 
forth to exert them, and avoided all praiſe and 
honour of men on that account. 


« And took (rather, leaving out the conneQing- 
particle,) taking upon him the form, lcp, of a ſer- 
vant, or ſlave; who has nothing that he calls his 
own, (the ſon of man hath not where to lay his head ; 
Matth. viii. 20.) and whole province is to ſerve 
others; (the ſon of man came not to be miniſtered unto, 
but to minijler, Matth. xx. 28.) Thus he laid 
aſide the /orm of God, during his abode here below, 
and took the form of a ſervant.” 


« And was made in the likeneſs of men ; it ſhould ra- 
ther be rendered, was, or being in the likeneſs of men: 
for St. Paul is not declaring what God made 
Chriſt, but how he conducted and demeaned him- 
_ ſelf; and is carrying on the deſcription of his hu- 
mility : and he obſerves, that he had nothing, he 
aſſumed nothing to diſtinguiſh him ſrom ordinary 
mortal men, being expoſed to the ſame ſufferings, 
and all our ſinleſs infirmities ; 7 %a01wpart arigumus 
mals. John i, 14. Rom. viii. 3, &c.“ 


a: The apoſtle now deſcends to the laſt ſtage of 
our Lord's humility : for be could fink no lower.” 


« And 
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* And being found in faſhion as @ man *, he humbled 
Aimſelf, &c. i. e being in the circumſtances and 
condition of a mortal man, 9xnar: ws arlgumer,: tas 
king nothing upon him beyond the rate of weak, 
common mortals; although he had power to have 
reliſted and overcome his enemies, he ſubmitted 
to the,moſt barbarous uſage, and a moſt cruel and 
- infamous death, in obedience to God. John x. 18.“ 


Wherefore God hath highly exalled him.) His 
.exaltation was not the reward of his humility in 
Arippiog, himſelf of any ſuppoſed .dignity or happi- 
neſs enjoyed in a former ſtate of being; ſor the 
apoſtle gives not the leaſt intimation of any thing 
of that kind, and ſpeaks only of his preſent con- 
duct and behaviour. But it was the reward of his 
labours, and innocent and virtuous ſufferings unto 
death in the cauſe of truth and righteouſneſs.” (y) 


The following tranſlation then is. moſt. probably 
the true one. Let, the fame, mind be in you which 
| . Was 


Ka, oxnuar! wgtus ws. ase and, being found in 
faſhion as a man,— ) wgides is often no more than the latin 
_ Exiſtens, or being and ſo-it anſwers to 7orpars in the verſe | 
before, as does omar, in faſhion here, tow ohoiaha ri, in 
the likeneſs there; and ſo theſe two phraſes appear to me 
exactly of the ſame import. Peirce in loc. | 


(y) Lindſey's Sequel, p. 272-277, 
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was alſo in Chriſt Jeſus. Who being in the form of 
God, did not look on it as a prize to be eagerly catched 
at to be like God : But emptied himſelf, taking upon 
him the form of a ſervant, being in the likeneſs of a 
mortal man. And being in the circumſtances and con- 
dition of a mortal man, he humbled himſelf, and be- 
came obedient unto death, even the death of the croſs. 
Wherefore God, &c. 


Mr, Hawker intimates, that much more may be 
made of this paſſage than he has made of it; (z) 
but that the other points reſpeQing which it gives 
information, will more properly meet him under 


another part of the ſubje&t. - The paſſage however 
is not afterwards quoted, 


j 


CHAPTER V. 


0/ Mr. Hawker's Proofs from the New Teſtament that 
Jeſus Chriſt is the Maker and Preſerver of the World. 
NF the paſſages, which are commonly ſuppoſed 
to aſcribe the creation and ſupport of the 
| G world 

(z) P. 59. 
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world to Jeſus Chriſt, Mr. Hawker has produced 
but ſour. John i. 1,—3. Heb. i. 1—10, Heb. 
Ii. g. 4. Col. i. 15—17. To theſe may be add- 
ed Eph. iii. 9; and then we ſhall have all the 
paſſages in the New Teſtament which can be 
ſuppoſed to prove the doctrine. I will proceed to 
examine them in their proper order. 


John i. 1—g. In the beginning was the word, &c. 
I have already attempted to prove, that this paſ- 
ſage has no relation to Jeſus Chriſt, but to the 
logos the word, or wiſdom of God, which, as it 
were, reſided in Jeſus Chriſt, 


Hebrews i. 1. 2. God who at ſundry times and in 
divers manners, ſpake in times paſt unto the fathers, by 
the prophets, hath in theſe laſt days ſpoken unto us by 
has ſon, whom he hath appointed heir of all (a) things, 

by 


Fa) Mr. Lindley, in the Sequel to his Apology, makes 
an obſervation which clearly evinces, that the writer of the 
epiſtle to the Hebrews, did not mean in this, or in any 
other paſſage, to aſcribe the proper creation of the world to 
Chriſt or his agency. For it being, manifeſtly,” ſays he, 
« the deſign of the writer, to preſerve his countrymen from 
apoſtatizing from chriſtianity, and falling back into judaiſm, 
a great part of his epiſtle is ſpent in proving the ſuperiority 
of "Chriſt to Moſes, and to angels whom they ſuppoſed to 
exerciſe great powers in their ſyſtem.” Now aſſuredly no 
argument would have been more direct and forcible to his 
| point, 


A DEFENCE OF UNITARIANISM. 57, 


by whom alſo he made the worlds, Sc. The word 
aun, might with much greater propriety be ren- 
dered ages than worlds. It is ſo rendered by our 
tranſlators, Col. i. 26. „Nor is there,” ſays Dr. 
Sykes, “any one inſtance in the New Teſtament, ' 
where more than this is meant by it.” ( The 
paſſage therefore ſhould be rendered thus, By whom 
alſo he (God) made the ages; by which we are to 
underſtand the ages of the goſpel, or the chriftian 
diſpenſation, which Jeſus Chriſt was the means of 
introducing and eſtabliſhing. It may alſo be ob- 
ſerved, that the prepoſition %= is not always uſed 
to ſignify the inſtrument, but ſometimes the ob- 
jet. Grotius was of opinion that it was uſed in 
this ſenſe here; © Allowing his interpretation to be 
juſt,” ſays Dr. Lardner, “ and we have a moſt 
apt and beautiful ſenſe which is this: For whom 
alſo, or for whoſe ſake alſo ; or in reſpett to whom, 
he diſpoſed and ordered the ages: that is, the an- 
tediluvian, the patriarchal, the legal ages, or pe- 

riods, 


point, than that of Chriſt having been the creator of the 
world, It muſt have ended the controverſy at once, and 
given the fulleſt ſatisfaftion, How ſtrange is it then that 
the apoſtle ſhould mention it only incidentally, never lay | 
any particular ſtreſs upon it, nor recur to it again? It may 
aſſure us, that he believed no ſuch thing himſelf, and that it 
is not the true interpretation of his words,” Lindſey's Se. 


_ p. 483. 484. 
(6b) Dr. Sykes in loc. 
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riods, and all the divine diſpenſations towards the 
ſons of men.” (c 


The clauſe, v. 3, and upholding all things by the 
word of his power, may refer to the many miracles 
our ſaviour wrought in ſupport of the goſpel, and 
every thing relating to it, Or the whole verſe 
may be read thus, Who being the brightneſs of his 
(God's) glory, and the expreſs image of his (God's) 
perſon, and upholding all things by the word of his 
(God's) power, relating either to the power of 
working miracles which Jeſus Chriſt received from 
his Father, or to the powers communicated to him, 
by which he is able to govern his church and peo- 


ple. 


The ſenſe of v. 6. is, that when God raiſed 
Jeſus Chriſt from the dead, all the angels, i. e. 
meſſengers (d) of God, were to pay him reſpe& or 
homage, i. e. acknoviedge his ſuperior authority. 


Concering v. 8, Dr. — obſerves, © that it 
ought 


(4) ee 0-01 A This is the proper meaning 
of the word; and by adopting it in the preſent inſtance, a 

more beautiful ſenſe is given to the paſſage, It ſeems evi- 
dent alſo from the firſt verſe, that the deſign of the writer, 
in this part of ihe epiſtle, is not to point out the ſuperiority 
of Chriſt to angels, (though 1 firmly believe he is now moſt 
r 


i Lang 
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ought not to be concealed, that the words, [Thy 
throne, O God, is for ever and ever,] may with equal 
propriety, both from the Greek and Hebrew, be 
alſo thus rendered, | God is thy throne, Sc.] That 
is, God is the ſupport of thy throne, Sc. (e The 
latter interpretation is confirmed. by the verſe im- 
mediately following, in which God is called, in 
the moſt expreſs terms, the GOD of Jeſus Chriſt. 
Thou haſt loved righteouſneſs, and hated iniguily; theres 
fore GOD, even THY GOD, hath anointed thee with 
the oil of gladneſs above thy fellows, 


Ver. 10th, and 11th. And, thou, LORD, in the be- 
ginning haſt laid the foundation of the earth; and 
the heavens are the works of thine hands, Sc. In ex- 
plaining this paſſage, the Unitarians have no oc- 
caſion for the reſource Mr. Hawker menti- 
ons; (/) and which, from his manner of writing, 
he ſeems to have thought their only one. I can 
do no better than preſent my reader with an in- 
terpretation of the words by Mr. Emlyn, who, 
though he held the opinion that Jeſus Chriſt was 
the inſtrument employed by the Father in making 
the world, did not imagine, that any thing could 
be deduced from this paſſage in its favour. « We 
may obſerve,” he ſays, * that the 1oth verſe, and, 

| thou 

e) Dr. Clarke's Scrip, Doct. of the Irin. p. 77. 78. 
and. edition. 
„ P. 66. note, 
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thou, Lord, Sc. (though it is a new citation) is 
not prefaced with, and to the ſon he faith as v. 8; 
or with an again as ver. 5. 6, and ſo ii. 13; but 
barely, And, thou, Lord. Now the God laſt-men- 
tioned was Chriſt's God, who had anointed him ; 
and the author, thereupon addreſſing himſelf to 
this God, breaks out into the celebration of his 
power, and eſpecially his unchangeable dura ion; 
| which he dwells upon, as what he principally cites 
the text for, in order, I conceive, to prove the 
ſtability of the ſon's kingdom before ſpoken of: 
Thy throne, O God, is (or God is thy throne) for ever 
and ever. God, thy God, has anointed thee: and, 
thou, Lord, i. e. thou who haſt promiſed him ſuch 
a throne, art he who laideſt the foundation of the 
earth, and by thy hands madeſt the heavens, which, 
though of long and permanent duration, yet will 
at length periſh; but thou remaineſt ; thou art the 
ſame, and thy years ſhall not fail. So that it ſeems 
to be a declaration of God's immutability made 
here, to aſcertain the durableneſs of Chriſt's king- 
dom before-mentioned ; and the rather ſo, be- 
cauſe this paſſage had been uſed originally for the 
ſame purpoſe in the cii. Pſalm, viz. to infer thence 
this concluſion, ver. the laſt; the children of thy ſer- 
vants ſhall continue, and their feed ſhall: be eftabliſhed 
before thee. In like manner it here proves, the 
ſon's throne ſhould be eſtabliſhed for ever and ever, 
by the ſame * viz. N God's immutabi- 

lity ; 
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lity; and ſo was very peitinently alledged of God 
without being applied to the Son; to ſhew how 
able his God, who had anointed him, was to make 
good and maintain what he had granted him, viz. 
a durable kingdom for ever,” 


« That theſe words were thus underſtood by the 
ancients appears hence, that they interpret thy 
hands, ver. 10. to be the ſon and ſpirit, which they 
could not do, if they underſtood the ſentence to 
be ſpoken of Chriſt. See Irenzus, lib. iv. c. 6, 
lib. v. c. 3- Tertull, adv, Hermog. c. 45. No 
one ancient writer ever applied theſe words to 
Chriſt, during the three firſt centuries ; nor does 
Dr. Waterland pretend they were ever ſo applied, 
till the fourth or fifth, See his Sermons, p. 65.” (g) 


As Mr, Hawker lays ſo much ſtreſs on this firſt 
chapter of the epiſtle to the Hebrews, aſſerting 
that it conveys, in ſuch ſtrong terms, the doQtrine 
of our Lord's divinity, that if it convince not, all 
farther application to ſcripture on this point, he 
fears, will be ſuperfluous and vain, (4) I will make 


a few obſervations, which perhaps may induce my 
reader to think otherwiſe, 


1. Jeſus Chriſt is diſtinguiſhed from God in the 


ſame manner as the prophets are. He himſelf 
cannot therefore be God. 


C8) Emlyn's works, vol. ii. p. 340, 341. (MJ P. 67. 
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3. He is ſaid to be appointed by God, heir of 
all chings, but were he himſelf God, and the crea- 
tor of all things, all things muſt have been his own 
without any ſuch appointment. 


3. Whatever is meant by the world which 
Chriſt is ſaid to have made, it is afſerted; that he 
made it only as God's inſtrument. 


4. He is tiled the brightneſs of God's glory, 
and the expreſs image of his perſon, But a ray 
proceeding from a luminous body, muſt ſurely be 
inferior to the body from which it proceedeth. In 
like manner the image of a perſon muſt neceſſarily 
be diſtin from the being whoſe rp he is. 


&. It is ſaid, that Jefus Chriſt, after having 
purged our fins, ſat down at the right hand of the 
Majeſty on high, that is, at the right hand of God. 
| But how could this be if he bimſelf were God? 


6. We are informed, that if he be ſuperior to 
other meſſengers, it is dien he is made ſo by 
God. 


7. The worſhip, of whatever nature it might be, 
which was given to-Chriſt, was not given him till 
after his reſurreQion, and then in conſequence of 
the divine command. But were he himſelf God, 

and 
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and the creator of all things, it would have been 
given him before, and without any comman d. 1 


8. God is called in the moſt expreſs terms, * 
GOD of Jeſus Chriſt, and is ſaid to have anointed 
him with the oil of gladneſs. But on the ſuppoſi- 
tion that Jeſus Chriſt is himſelf God, * was ab- 

ſolutely impoſſible. 


"Heb. it 3. 4. For this man was iti wid 
of more glory than Moſes, in as much as he who hath 
builded the hou'e hath more honour than the houſe. For 
every houſe is builded by ſome man; but he that built all 
things is God. Allowing our tranſlation of this paſ- 
ſage to ſtand as it does, all it proves is, that Chrift 
is the builder: of a houſe. But that this houſe is 
not a material fabrick, is evident from v. 6; in 
which the writer adds, whoſe houſe are we. By the 
houle, therefore, which Chriſt is ſaid to have built, 
is to be underſtood the church, of which Chriſt ts; 
under God, the founder and head. He, on the 
contrary, who built all things, is declared to be 
God, that great Being, who, it is (aid, „ 2, ap- 
pointed or made Chrilt as well as Moſes.” 


| There is however good reaſon to ſuppoſe that 
the writer is ſpeaking of God's houſe throughout, 
in which Moſes is called a ſervant, and Jeſus Chriſt 
xo The word own; v. 6, is added by our 
| H 1 
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tranſlators. By leaving it out the following per- 
haps vill be the true interpretation of this obſcure 


paſſage. 


For this man (Jeſus Chriſt) was counted. worthy of 
more glory than Moſes, in as much as he is more 
nearly related to the head or founder of the houſe | 
or family, who muſt be ſuppoſed to have the greateſt 
honour of the family. For every family has ſome founder 
or head ; but he who is the ſupreme head of all families 
is God the Father. And Moſes. verily was faithful in 
all his (God's) family, as a ſervant; for a teſtimony of 
the things that were afterwards to be revealed, but 
Chrif, an a bon over us (God's) Jami, whoſe /a- 
nn We. a, | 


I Col. Rey "Who i the image of the inviſi- 
ble,God, the firſt born of every creature: For by him 
were all things 
jeQiing the, interpretation which Mr. Hawker and 
other Trinitarians give of this paſſage, and for re- 
ferring it to the new creation, or renovation of 


the world W. means of e are the fol. 
following. | 


FE as $5444 44 
: 5 hy F F 


1. Throughout the whole of the Old Teſtament 
but one bring, is mentioned as the Creator and 
7671 a 1 f Preſerver 


Tiere find the eee 
ably ſupported by Mr, Peirce, 


created, Sc. Our reaſons, for re- : 


Oo 
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Preſerver of the world: this being is uniformly 
ſpoken of as one perſon ; and is ſaid to have made 
the world immediately by himſelf, Gen. i. 1. 
In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth. 
Neh. ix. 6. Thou, even thou art Log alone; 
thou haſt made heaven, the heaven of heavens, with 
all their hoſt, the earth and all things that are therein, 
the ſeas and all that is therein: and thou preſerveſt 
them all; and the hoſt of heaven worſhippeth ' thee, 
Pſ. xxxiii. 6, By the word of the Lon p were the 
heavens made: and all the hoſt of them, by the breath 
of his mouth, Pf. xxxili, 9. For he ſpake, and it 
was done: he commanded, and it ſtood faſt. Iſaiah 
xliv. 24. Thus ſaith the Lon p, thy Tedeemer, and 
he that formed thee from the womb, I am the Lon 
that maketh all things, that ſtretcheth forth the heavens 
alone, that ſpreadeth abroad the earth by myſelf. 
Iſaiah xlv. 12. I have made the earth, and created 
man upon it: I, even my hands, have ſtretched out 
the heavens, and all their hoſi haye I commanded. 


2. Agreeable to the declarations of the Old 
Teſtament, are thoſe of Chriſt and his apoſtles in 
the New. Matt. vi. 26. Behold the fowls of the 
air, they ſow not neither do they reap, yet your hea» 
venly Father /eedeth them. v. go. 1/ God ſo cloath 
the graſs of the field, Sc. Matt. xi. 25. 1 thank 
thee, O Father, Lord of heaven and earth,” Mark 
x, 6, But from the beginning God made them," Ge. 
| 8 agg 


f . 
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John vi. 57. As the living Father hath ſent me, and 
I live by the Father. Theſe at the declarations 
of our ſaviour; an indubitable proof that he him- 
ſelf was not concerned in the creation and ſupport 
of the univerſe, but that be conſidered it as the 
work of God his Father only. In the ſame man- 
ner ſpeak all the apoſtles, I will mention but one 
paſſage, becauſe it appears to me to be deciſive, 
and contains their joint teſtimony to this moſt im- 
portant dottrine. Ads iv. 24--30. They (the 
diſciples) t up their voice to God with one accord, 
and ſaid LORD, THOU art God, which haſt made 
heaven and earth, and the ſea, and all that in them is: 
e—grant-—that figns and wonders may be done by thy 
holy child (ſervant) (4) Jeſus. From this prayer it 
muſt ſurely be evident, that ſo far were the apoſt- 
les from conſidering their maſter, who had lately 
been put to death, as their Creator, that in the 
' moſt ſolemn att of deyotion, prayer to Almighty 
God, they ſtile him only the Cairo or Ser- 
VANT of their Creator, 


| 3. The apoſtle Paul bimſelf inſtead of conſi- 
e Jeſus Chriſt as the maker of heaven and 
can 


) The word in the original is was, and ſervant is one 
dl its common acceptations. It is rendered ſeryant by our 

pwn tranilators when applied to David, in the 25th verſe of 
the ſyme chapter, 
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earth, declared him at Athens to be a Man, ap- 
pointed by the maker of heayen and earth here- 
after to judge the world. As xvii. 24,31. 
God that made the world, and all things that are therein, 
—the Lord of heauen and earth, —hath appointed a i 
in the which he will judge the world in righeoujneſs, 
by that Man whom he hath ordained ; whereof he 
hath given aſſurance to all men, in that he hath raiſed 
him from the dead. He could not therefore, in his 
epiſtle to the Coloſſians, attribute the creation and 
preſervation of the world to Jeſus Chriſt, without 
contradiQting the uniform tenor of the Old Teſta- 
ment, without, contraditing the aſſertions of 
Chriſt himſelf, and without contradicting bis own 
declaration tq the Athenians, | 


7 


4. If we examine the different paſſages of ſcrip- 
ture in which the word creation occurs, we ſhall 
find that it is frequently uſed in a moral ſenſe, tq 
denote changes that take place in the moral con- 
dition of mankind. ' I might produce ſeveral paſ- 
ſages from the Old Teſtament; but 1 will content 
myſelf with producing a few from the writings of 
the apoſtle Paul. II Cor. v. 17. Therefore if any 
man be in Chriſt, he is a new creature: old things 
are paſſed away ; behold, all things are become new. 
Ep. ii. 10. For we are his workmanſhip, created in 
Chriſt Fefus unto good works, which God hath be 
ordained that we ſhould walk in them. Eph. bb 
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And that 'ye put on the new man, which after God is 
created” in righteouſneſs and true holmeſs. Col. iii, 
10. And have put on the new man, which is renewed 
in knowledge, after the image of him that created him» 
That the word create is uſed in this ſenſe, in 
the paſſage under conſiderat on, ſeems evident, 
. becauſe the apoſtle is ſpeaking of a change that 
had taken place in the moral condition of man- 
kind, by means of the goſpel, it the verſes which 
go before, and the verſes which immediately fol- 
low it. See v. 13-14; and $1. 22. 


8. It is deſerving of notice, that neither the 
earth, the ſun,” moon, nor ſtars, nor any material 
ſubſtance is ſpecified, as making a part of this crea- 
tion, but all things, in general, which is an inde- 
finite expreſſion. (1) What the apoſtle meant to 
include under it is evident from what follows. © By 
him were all things created that are in heaven, and 
that are in earth, viſible and invifible, whether they be 
thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or powers ; by 
the creation of which may be intended, ſays Dr. 
Prieſtley, ſome exerciſe of that power and autho- 
rity which were given to Chriſt after his reſurrec- 
tion. n J "This eu is confirmed by the epiſtle to 


the 
Ante Fel viii. g2. 1 Cor. il. #1, 
II. Cor. 6. 10. It is ohſervable, that the apoſtle Paul does 
not ſay the heavens and the earth were created by Jeſus Chriſt, 

but ſumply all things that are in heaven and earth. 


{m) Dr. Prieſtley's Letters to Dr, Price. p. 119. 
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bz 
the Epheſians, written about the ſame time with 
that to the Coloſſians; in which we are informed 
that it was not till God raiſed Jeſus Chriſt from the 
dead, that he ſet him at his own right hand in the 
heavenly places, far above all principality, and power, 
and might, and dominion, and every name that is 
named, not only in this world but in the world to come. 
See Eph. i. 20. Now had Jeſus Chriſt abſolutely 
created theſe thrones, and dominions, and. princi- 
palities, and powers, this language would have 
been. very improper, as he muſt then have been 
above them long before his reſurre&ion, even 


from the beginning of time, when he firſt formed 
them. 


* i"g 


6. It may be farther obſerved, that as v. 16, 
all things that are in heaven, and that are in earth, 
are ſaid to have been created by, Chriſt, ſo alſo v. 20, 
all things which are in heaven, and which are in earth, 
are ſaid to be reconciled by him; and Eph. i- 10, all 
things which are in heaven, and which are in earth, are 
ſaid to be gathered by him into one; from which it is 
natural to conclude, that the three expreſſions are 
ſynonomous. But the reconciliation is declared to 
be an event ſubſequent to our Lord's death, The 
creation therefore, if it he ſynonomous to the re- 
conciliation, mult have been ſubſequent to it alſo, 


7: The whole of this creation is aſcribed to a 
man, 
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dual, to one who had lately ſuffered and died. v. 
14. It cannot therefore refer to the creation of 
the heaven and the arch, which took place 4000 


1 


1 will now ele to give wha 1 och to me 
to'be the true GN EASE of the gy "YT 


The apoſtle begins with calling Chrift the rage 
of the inoiſible God, the firſt born of every creature, or 
of the whole creation, Theſe expreſſions are certain 
e that he is not himſelf the inuiſible God, for if 

e were, ſuch things could not be ſaid of him, By 
calling him the image of the inuiſible God, the apoſtle 
no doubt means, that he bears as perfe& a reſemb- 
lance to'the inviſible God, as it is poſſible for a 
created being to bear. The phraſe, firſt born of 
every creature, may relate either to his being the 
head of the new creation of which he is treating, 
or co his being the firſt born, or firſt begotten from 
Who dead, . *. 4 


11 1 v. 46 For by him were all things creat- 
ed, or renewed, (n) that are in heaven, and that art 
in earth, viſible and inviſible, whether they be thrones, 
or dominions, or principalities, or powers. It is a- 
greed by many learned men, that this highly figu- 
rative language is-borrowed from the common no- 
{n) This is the ſignification of the greek word «rv in 
other places, See particularly the LXX, Plalm li, 10. 
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6s, 
tions the Jews enter:ained reſpeQing the different 
orders of beings in the heavenly world, in order 
that the apoltle might thus magnify the goſpel the 
more. On account of the reaſon mentioned in 
the fifth obſervation, all he intended by it ſeems 
to have been, that a change had taken place in 
both worlds, in conſequence of the reſurreQtion 
and exaltation of Chriſt. Men were reconciled 
to God, and both men and angels ſubjetted by 
God to the government of his Son. This inter- 
pretation is confirmed by a parallel paſſage in the 
prophecy of Iſaiah. Iſai. Ixv. 17. Behold I create 
new heavens and a new earth : and the former ſhall not 
be remembered. From this prophecy no one con- 
cludes, that the preſent ſyſtem of things was to be 
done away; but that the prophet, by images bor- 
rowed from the natural world, deſcribes the changes 
which would take place in the moral world, in 
conſequence of the introduction of chriſtianity. 
Would men diveſt themſelves of their prejudices, 
and explain particular texts of ſcripture in agree- 
ment with its uniform declarations, they would ſee 
this paſſage i in the ſame light. ( 


Ver. 16. e things were created by him and / 
for him. And he is before all things, and by him all 
things confiſt. All things relating to this new crea- 
tion were brought about by his means, and in or- 
der to be made ſubjeQ to his dominion: And in 

karl it 
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it he is himſelf the chief, and by him the whole is 
holden together. 


It follows, v. 18, That ke is the head of the body, the 
church ; as though the apoſtle meant to include un- 
der this title all che foregoing particulars. 


Eph. iii. 9. Who (God) created all things by Jeſus 
Chriſt, It is highly probable that the words by 
Jeſus Chriſt are an interpolation, They are want- 
ing in the Alexandrian, Ephrem, Cambridge Ma- 
nuſcripts, and four others; alſo in the Vulgate, Sy- 
riac, Coptic, and Ethiopic verſions, and in ſeveral 
of the Fathers. (o) On the ſuppoſition they abſo- 
lutely make a part of the original text, the con- 
| nettion, I think, would determine that they reſer- 
red only to the new creation, Of this opinion 
was Mr. Locke. 2 


The explanation of the paſſages, I have now given, 
will be confirmed, when we conſider that they are 
but few, and that, if we ſuppoſe them to refer to the 
proper creation of the world by jeſus Chriſt, they 
contradict the general tenor of the Old and New 
Teſtament, which uniformly aſcribes it to God 
the Father, Mr, Hawker was aware of this difh- 
culty, and in order to get over it, he bas recourſe 
to that myſterious» union n which he ſuppoſes the 

| 44 Father 


{o) Wetſtein and Grieſback in loc, (% Locke in loc. 
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Father and the Son are one. (q) But he has 
brought no paſſages from the New Teſtament which 
prove this union. The declaration of our ſaviour 
John x. 30, I and my Father are one, has been con- 
ſidered in the third chapter. His aſſertion, John 
v. 19. 20, Whatſoever things the Father doth, theſe 
_ alſo doth the Son likewiſe, —and the Father will ſhew 
hum greater works than theſe that ye may marvel, re- 
fers only to the power which was given him by 
God to work miracles. This is evident from John 
xiv. 12; where he makes uſe of ſimilar language 
with reſpeR to his diſciples. Verily, verily, I ſay un- 
to you, He that believeth on me, the works that I do, 
| ſhall he do alſo, and greater works than theſe ſhall he 
do; becauſe I go unto my Father, Neither can any 
thing be concluded, in favour of this union, from 
the phraſes, the Father who dwelleth in me, I am 
in the Father, and the Father in me: for the ſame 
is alſo ſaid of Chriſtians, John i. iv. 16. He that 
dwelleth in love, dwelleth in God and God in him. 


(4) P. 79-—b1, 


CHAPTER 
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CHAPTER VI. 


N Traces to be 6 of our Lord's Perſonal Appear- 
ance in the World previous to his Birch. 


# 


HE direct evidence, which Mr. Hawker has 
produced from ſcripture, in favour of our 
Lord's pre-exiſtent ſtate and dignity, has been exa- 
mined in the two foregoing chapters. The inter- 
pretation which I have there given of the different 
paſſages, ſeems to be confirmed by the conſidera- 
tion which Mr. Hawker himſelf has ſuggeſted, viz. 
that had Chriſt really enjoyed ſuch a ate, it is 
more than probable that ſome appearances of him 
ſhould have been diſcovered, through the many 
intermediate ages from the fall of man to his ad- 
vent in the fleſh.” (7) But in my opinion, no ac- 
count of ſuch appearances is 'any where to be 
n WE. 7 


The firſt argument which Mr. Hawker brings 
| forward, as tending to prove the perſonal appear. 
ance bf Jeſus Chriſt in the early ages of the world, 
is taken from the conſideration, that the inviſibility 


* þ 


| (1) P, 87, 
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of the Divine Being to mortal eyes, is the uniſorm 
dottrine of the ſcriptures; when, at the ſame time, 
there are many very (triking paſſages, in the Old 
Teſtament, in which the perſonal appearance of 
Jehovah is faid to have happened. 


Had Mr. Hawker here recolleQed his own defi- 
nition of the term God, he muſt have perceived 
that this argument would have proved much more 
than he intended it to prove. By the term God, 
he profeſſes to underſtand God the Father, toge- 
ther with the Son, and the Holy Spirit. This is 
evident from his explanation of I Cor. xv. 24— 
28. (/ ) And this, being allowed to be a proper 

dehnition, 


YP. go note,-The paſſage is, Then cometh the end, 
when he ſhall have delivered up the kingdom to God, even 
the Father ; when he ſhall have put down all rule, and all 
authority, and power, For he hath put all things under his 
feet, But when he ſaith all things are put under him, it is 
mani ſeſt that he is excepted which did put all things under 
him. And when all things ſhall be ſubdued unto him, then 
mall the Son alſo himſelf be ſubje& unto him that put all 
things under him, that God may be all in all.” The laſt clauſe 
Mr. Hawker thus explains, © And then God the Father, to- 
gether with the Son and Holy Spirit, will be all in all,” It is 
ſurely ſtrange that any perſon ſhould thus interpret the 


apoſtle's words, when he himſelf declares,\v. 24, that by 
the term God he meant te Fake ny. Io 6 Dr 
Prieſtley very juſtly obſerves, is not q ſcripture, but 
making it, 
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definition, it direQly follows, that all thoſe paſſages 
which aſſert the inviſibility of God, affert the in- 
viſibility of the Son, as well as of the Father. Ac- 
cording to Mr. Hawker, therefore, it could be 
neither the one nor the other who made this per- 
: ſonal appearance. 


Mr. Hawker profeſſes alſo to be of opinion, 
that, in the relation the Jewiſh Scriptures give us 
of the appearances of Jehovah, but one and the 
ſame being is uniformly deſcribed, (t) and that 
this being was Jeſus Chriſt. (u) Of courſe he 
muſt ſuppoſe that Jeſus Chriſt was the Jehovah 
who manifeſted himſelf to Moſes, and ſaid, hou 
canſt not ſee my face, and live. See Ex, xxxiii. 20— 
23- And yet he advances this very paſſage as a 
proof of the inviſibility of the ſupreme Father ! (v 


Having obſerved thus much to ſhew how very 
inconſiſtent Mr. Hawker, in this inſtance, is with 
himſelf, I will endeavour to inform my reader how 
it is, theſe ſeeming contradiQtions of ſcripture, re- 
ſpeRing the invilibility of the Divine Being, may 
be reconciled ; and which, if they could not be 
reconciled, would bear as hard upon the trinitarian 
hypotheſis, as they do upon our own. For if je- 
ſus Chriſt be God, of the ſame nature with his Fa- 
ther, it follows, that he muſt alſo be inviſible as 
well as the Father. 


| That 
(t) F. 98. 99,—(u) P. gg —(v) P. 94. 
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That God is inviſible, in the ftri& ſenſe of 
the word, is a doctrine I moſt firmly believe, As 
the uncreated Spirit, who fills immenſity, it is im- 
poſſible that he ſhould be the object of mortal ſight. 
But it does not, therefore, follow, that he cannot 
make extraordinary manifeſtations of himſelf by 
outward ſymbols, by fire, by cloud, by an audible 
voice, and by ſome particular figure. And ſurely 
it is much more natural to ſuppoſe, that all the ap- 
pearances, recorded in the Old Teſtament, were 
of this ſymbolic nature, than to imagine, as Mr, 
Hawker does, that there are two Jehovahs, the 
one of whom was viſible, and the other inviſible. 
(w) For this is contrary to the aſſertion of Moſes, 
who declared to the children of Iſrael from God 
himſelf, that Jehovah their God was Ons Jehovah, 
by whom muſt have been intended, that very je- 
hovah, who had all along manifeſted himſelf to 
them. 


But Mr. Hawker is of opinion, that there are 
many paſſages, in the New Teſtament, which may 
"DE 


(w) It may be aſked, in this place, how it is that Mr, 
Hawker reconciles his ideas on t'iis ſubjett with his aller- 
tion, p. 331, © 1hat there is not an attribute or a name by 
which the incommunicable -haratter of ſe ovah is known 
in {cripture, but what we find equally applied to our bleſſed 
Lord;” when, according to mſelf, in his third ſermon, 
the Father poſſeſſes the attribute of inviſibility, but the Son 


poſſeſſes it not. 
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be conſidered as preſumptive proofs that Jeſus 
Chriſt is the Jehovah ſo frequently mentioned in 
the Old Teſtament, as having made a viſible ap- 
pearance. Theſe paſſages I will now examine. 


John viii. 58. Before ae was, I am, 
This expreſſion I am, Mr. Hawker obſerves, is 
the incommunicable name of the great [ehovah, 
and he thinks it probable, that when our faviour 
- diſtinguiſhed himſelf by it, he referred to his ap- 
pearance to Moſes, as Jehovah, in the buſh. See 
Ex. iii. 14. But it has already been proved, p. 33, 
that in the former inſtance the expreſſion is ellipti- 
cal, and that it ſhould have been rendered, Be- 


fore Abraham was, I am he, that is, the Meſſiah. 


I Cor. x. 4. They drank of that ſpiritual rock that 
followed them, and that rock was Chriſt. By this we 
are to underſtand nothing more than that the rock, 
to which Paul alludes, repreſented Chriſt. In 
other words, that there was, according to the 
apoſtle's opinion, a reſemblance between the rock, 
which ſupplied the children of Iſrael with water in 
their journey through the wilderneſs, and Jeſus 
_ Chriſt, from whom all the bleſſings of the goſpel 
may be ſaid to flow to chriſtians, 


I Cor. x. g. Neither let us tempt Chriſt, as ſome 
, them alſo tempted, and were deſtroyed of ſerpents. 


Concerning 
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Concerning this paſſage it may be obſeryed, that 
it is very prubable our reading is nat the true one, 
as the Alexandrian manuſcript reads God inſtead 
of Chriſt, With this ſome later ones agree, or 
read Lon d, as do alſo ſeveral of the fathers. Epi- 
phanius ſays, that the text was early corrupted by 
Marcion, who. changed -the ancient reading Lord 
into Chriſt. (x) But allowing that our own-read- 
ing is juſt, it does not follow that Jeſus Chriſt was 
the perſon hom the children of Iſrael tempted. 
The word God may be underſtood after the laſt 
clauſe ; and the meaning will be, Neither let us 
OT e * eke and 
re e , e. 
1 xii. 44. Theſe things ſaid Eſaias, when, hg 
ſaw his glory, and ſpake of hum. * The true meaning 
is,” ſays Dr. Clarke, “ when Eſaias (ch. vi. 1.) ſaw 

the glory of God the Father revealing to him the 
coming of Chriſt, be then ſaw the glory of him, who 
was to come in the glory / his Father, Matt. xvi. 
27. E ſaias, in bebholding the glory of God, and in re- 
ceiving from him a revelation of the coming of Chriſt, 
Jaw, that is, foreſaw, the glory / Chriſt, juſt as 
Abrabam (John viii. es Jaw, that 1 
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day and was glad. (y) It may alſo be added, that 
it is not abſolutely certain, the common reading is 
the true one, as there are three Manuſcripts m 
two verſions which read it the glory of Cod, 


the glory of his God. (2) 


John i 1. In the beginning was the word, &c. 
This paſſage, I have already attempted to prove, 
has no reference to the perſon of Jeſus Chriſt, but 


to the logos, or wiſdom of God, which reſided in 
him. 


Matt. xxiii. 7. O Feruſa'em, Feruſalem— how 
often would I have gathered thy children together, even 
as a hen gathereth her chickens under her wings, and ye 
would not. Dr. Hammond is of opinion, that this 
paſſage is explained by our faviour's many earneſt 
exhortations to the I to repentance. 


The promiſe of Jehovah, that he would come 
and dwell with the Jews in the latter day, related 
not to his perſonal appearance among them, but 
to the manifeſtations he would make of himſelf to 
them by Jeſus Chriſt, in conſequence of which, 
God himſelf might very properly be ſaid to dwell 
in the midſt of them. In the ſame manner might 
Jehovah 


Dr. Clarke's $eripture Doctrine, p- 93. 
{z) Wetſtein and Greiſbach in loc. 
(4) Dr, Hammond in loc, 


A DEFENCE OF UNITARIANISM- 75 


Jehovah himſelf make a new covenant with them, 
and change their law : for whatever Chriſt did, it 
was in conſequence of the commiſſion he had re- 
ceived from Jehovah ; ſo that ſtrittly ſpeaking, it 
was not Chriſt that ated, but God that afted by 
him. This is evident from his own declaration, 
John vi. 38. J came down from heaven, not to do 
mine own will, but the will of him that jent me. The 

divine immutability, therefore, may ftill remain 
unimpeached, and the identity of perſon may till 
be preſerved in all the diſpenſations of the Al- 
mighty to the children of men, without having 
recourſe to that ſtrange (b) hypotheſis which Mr. 
Hawker ſeems to have adopted, 


I will now quote a few paſſages from the New 
Teſtament, which of themſelves ſet all Mr. Haw- 
ker's reaſoning on this ſubjeR aſide. 


John viii. 54. Jeſus anſwered—it is My Fa- 
THER that honoureth me, of whom ye ſay that ns is 
Jour God. This is a direct acknowledgment by 
our Lord himſelf, that his Father was the only 
God of the Jews; and that the Jews did not con- 
ſider Jeſus in that light, that they had no idea of 
a ſecond Jehovah of a God the Son, 


N Ade 
V 1 call it a ſtrange hypotheſis, hecauſe it excludes GO 
the Father from taking any part in the adminiſtration of hu · 
man affairs, and makes him to be nothing more than the 
ſilent ſpettator of his Son's operations, | 
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Acts iii. 13. The God e Abraham; and of Iſaac 
and of Facob-—hath glorified his ſon ( ſervam) Jeſus 
Here Jeſus Chriſt is plainly diſtinguiſned from the 
God of Abraham, of Iſaac, and of Jacob, and is 
called his cytLD or his sz RVAXT. He could not, 
therefore, himſelf have been the God of Abra- 
ham, &. without being the yaTHer or Gop' of 
himſelf. 


Heb. i. 1. 2. God, lo at ſundry times and in 
divers manners ſpake in times paſt uno the fathers by 
the prophets, hath in theſe laſt days ſpoken unto us by 
his Son. The natural concluſion from theſe words 
js, that God never ſpake by his Son, tft the diſpen- 
ſation of the goſpel. We may infer the ſame from 
Heb. ii. 2. 3. For if the word ſpoken by angels was 

fiedfaſt, and every tranſgreſſion and diſobedience received 

a juſt recompence of reward ; how | ſhall we eſcape 7 
we negleft Jo great ſalvation, which at the jof _ to 
| be ſpoken by the Lord. * 


Heb. xiii. 2. Be not forgetful to entertain ſtran- 
gers: for" thereby ' ſome have entertained angels una» 
wares. It has been,” ſays Mr. Peirce, “the 
common opinion of the ancient chriſtians, as 
well as it is of the generality of the modern writers 
upon the ſcriptures, that in many, or at leaſt in 
ſome of the appearances of the angels recorded in 
the Old Teſtament, the logos, the Son him- 
ſelf was one of the number, But if the logos was 

one 
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one of the angels who appeared to Abraham, Lot, 
or any other of the ancient patriarchs, our author 
has not made ſo much of his argument as he then 
might have done. For it muſt have been much 
ſtronger in caſe he had ſaid, That thereby ſome 
had entertained angels, and not only angels, but 
the Son of God himſelf unawares.” (c 


I hope enough has now been obſerved to con- 
vince my reader that Jeſus Chriſt was not the per- 
{on who manifeſted himſelf to Adam, Abraham, 
Moſes, and others; but that this perſon was no 
other than that great Being who in the New Teſta- 
ment is ſo frequently ſliled the Gop, of Jeſus 
Chriſt, 


CHAPTER- 


{c) See Peirce on Heb. i. 1, ns His remarks alſo, 
in the ſame note, on Heb. ii. 2. g, well deſerve the attention 
of Mr. Hawkes, and others who believe that Jeſus Chriſt 
was the ſpeaker, when the law was given at Mount Sinai, 
« If,” ſays he, „the Son was the ſpeaker at the giving of the 
law, which is pretended with as much probability as his ſpeaks 
ing on any other occaſion, the ſorce of the argument will be 
loſt ; for it was eaſy for the Hebrews to reply, that their 
law was at firſt ſpoken by the Son, as well as the goſpel 
and therefore there was no reaſon to infer in the manner 
this writer does, that the puniſhment was more to be dread- 
eld in the latter caſe than in the former,” - 
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CHAPTER. VIL 


Of the Prophecies of the Old Teftoment which are ſup. 
poſed to prove the Divinity of eſus. 


T HE next point Mr. Hawker attempts to 
eſtabliſh, is, that there are ſeveral paſſages, 
in the prophecies of the Old Teſtament, which 
prove the divinity of Jeſus Chriſt, 


The firſt he produces is the ſecond Pſalm, where 
Jeſus is called the King of Zion, the Sem of God, 
and where it is ſaid, his inheritance was to extend / 
to all the kingdoms of the world. (d) 


No all this Unitarians acknowledge to be true 
concerning him. But ſurely there is nothing in 
either of the expreſſions which proves him to be 
God. Nor do I think, that even Trinitarians will 
agree with Mr. Hawker, that there is, till he has 
ſupported his aſſertion by ſome kind of proof. 


% Similar to this,” he ſays, in the 8gth Pſalm, 
we find the ſame perſon predicted under the title 
of the Holy One, and one that is mighty, and declared 

| | to 


{d) P. 126, 
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to be God's firſt born, higher than the lings of the 
earth.” It happens, however, that no perſon is 
predicted by the Pſalmiſt, under the title Holy One. 
The phraſe occurs but twice in the whole Pſalm. 
In the 18th verle it is evidently applied to Jehovah, 
and in the 19th to the prophet Samuel, (e) or 
more probably Nathan, who received from the 
Holy One of Iſrael, in viſion, the greater part 
of the prophecy which follows. See II Sam. vii. 
4—17 Or he might intend both, (/) part of 
the prophecy being delivered to Samuel, and part 
to Nathan, 


It ſhould ſeem, from what has now been ob- 
ſerved, that Mr. Hawker has laid much greater 
ſtreſs on the phraſe holy one, than he ought to have 
laid on it. It is; I allow, ſometimes in the ſerip- 
tures applied to Jeſus Chriſt, but here we have a 
ſtriking inſtance of its being applied to other per- 
ſons; and therefore nothing can be concluded 
from it in favour of our Lord's divinity. 


It ſeems alſo, from comparing this Pſalm with 
II Sam. 


(e, Biſhop Patrick thus paraphraſes the verſe, « Who 
then didſt reveal thy mind in a viſion to the holy prophet 
Samuel,” See Patrick in loc, 


{f) The LXX render it 795 un; and the old tranſlation 
of the Pſalms has it, Thou ſpakeſt ſomtcome in viſion to thy 


ſaints. 
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II Sam. vii. 4—17, and with the hiſtory of Da- 

vid's life, that the Pſalm throughout relates to Da- 
vid, nor is there a ſingle expreſſion which Mr. 
Hawker has produced from it, which will not, with 
the greateſt propriety, apply to bim. He is called 
God's fit born, ſor the ſame reaſon that Iſrael is 
called God's firſt born, Ex. iv. 22, and Ephraim, 
Jer. xxxi. 9. And be was certainly a very mighty 
prince, much more ſo than any of the kings his 
neighbours. The | expreſſions, therefore, if they 
prove any ching, will prove the divinity of David. 
At leaſt they will as much prove David to be God, 
as that Jeſus Chriſt is, 


Aſter this Mr. Hawker aſſerts, that * the child- 
ren ſinging ſongs of triumph before our Lord at 
his entrance into Jeruſalem which the Pſalmiſt 
predicted (8th Pſalm); his perſecutions by the 
princes of the earth (22. 69) ; the reproaches, and 
_ ſufferings ſuſtained by his ſacred perſon; the cir- 
cumſtances which attended his crucihfon ; the 
ſoldiers piercing his ſide ; the parting his garments, 
and caſting lots for his veſture: nay, the very 
words our Lord uſed in thoſe trying moments, 
(Pf. 22). All theſe particulars, and many more 
io the ſame purpoſe, ® which we find in the writings 
of this Prophet, and which are either by our Lord 
- himſelf 


« * See 140th Pſalm, and compare the goth with aoth 


chapter of Hebrews,” 


| - 
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himſelf, or his Apoſtles, declared to refer to him, 


clearly imply a ſuperiority: of his nature whom 
they prediated.” | 


But above all, the reſurreftion of Jeſus from 
the dead, his aſcenſion into heaven, and his poſ- 
ſeſſion of an eternal throne, at the right hand of 
power; theſe are ſuch predictions as, when explain- 
ed by the correſponding events, can leave no toom 
to doubt the divinity of that perſon to whom they 
referred, and in whom they are Ons . 


Now all this might have been alledged in pennt | 
of the divine miſſion of Jeſus Chriſt, in proof of 
his being the Meſſiah ; but ſo far is it from proving 
the ſuperiority of his nature, the divinity of his 
perſon, that I think, at firſt ſight, it muſt appear 
to every one to prove the contrary, Was it God, 
I may aſk, who was perſecuted and reproached ? 
Was it God who ſuffered and was crucified? Was 
it God who had his fide pierced, and who cried 
out in the agony of death, My God, my God, 
why haſt thou forſaken me? Was it God who died, 
and was buried? Was it that great Being, who 
fills with his preſence heaven and earth, who al- 
cended up into heaven? Was it God who ſat down 
at his own right hand? If it were not God, who 
did, and ſuffered all theſe things, then ſurely it 

L muſt 


% P. 127. 128, 


|} 
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muſt have been for want of proper thought, that 


Mr. Hawker has brought forward ſuch flrange ar- 
guments in proof of the deity of Jeſus Chrilt. 


I will now proceed to examine all the other 
paſſages, which Mr. Hawker has produced from the 
prophecies of the Old Teſtament, in the order in 
which he has quoted them. 


Pſalm xlv. 6. Thy throne, O God, is for ever 
and euer. * And behold,” ſays Mr. Hawker, „the 
very words quoted by an infallible expoſiior that 
cannot be miſtaken, and without heſitation applied 
to him whom he calls God's eternal Son, the bright- 
neſs of his glory, and the expreſs image of his perſon." 
To this it may be anſwered, that the words, Thy 
throne,” O God, is for ever and ever, might have 
been rendered in both places with much greater 
propriety, God is thy throne, c. And with re- 
ſpe to the aſſertion, that the writer of the epiſtle 
to the Hebrews calls Jeſus Chriſt God's eternal Son, 
I way anſwer that no ſuch expreſſion is to be 
found, either in the epiſtle to the Hebrews, or in 
any other part of the ſcriptures. Mr, Hawker, I 
ſuppoſe, muſt have inferred it from Heb. i. 10. 11; 
which has been ſhown, p. 53, to relate not to je- 
ſus Chriſt, but to u who ih the preceding verſe 
is called the Gon of Jeſus Chriſt, And here I 
cunnot help obſerving how very careſul in quoting 


ſcripture, 
* « Compare Pſalm XLV, with Hebrews i.” 
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ſcripture, perſons ſhould be to confine themſelves 
to the real language of ſcripture. Readers diſ- 
poſed to take opinions upon truſt, (and of this de- 
ſcription there are always a conſiderable number,) 
from the circumſtance of the 'phraſe alluded to be- 
ing printed in italics and connected with other 
ſcriptural expreſſions, would conclude that it made 
a part of ſcripture, and afforded deciſive proof in 
favour of the doarine of the Son's eternal genera- 
tion from the Father. 


Iſai, vii. 14. Behold a Virgin ſhall conceive, end 
bear à ſon, and ſhall call his name Immanuel. This 
paſſage is applied by the Evangeliſt Matthew to 
the birth of our Saviour. Matt. i, 22. 23. But 
the expreſhon Emmanuel; God with us, does not 
denote that the child who was to be born of Mary 
was God. It intends only that God would he 
with us by means of the child; in other words, 
that by him he would make a peculiar manifeſta- 
tion of himſelf to his people. Many paſſages 
might he brought from fcripture to prove that this 
is the proper meaning of the phraſe God with us. 
(k) And that nothing more was meant by it ven 
applied to Chiiſt is evident, becauſe it does not 
appear to be a name by which he was ever after: 
wards called. | 

Iſaiah 
{k) See II Chron, i. 1 II Chron, xv. 2, Ezra i go 
Luke i, 66, | 
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Haiah ix. 6. For unſo us à child is born, unto us 

a ſon is given, Sc. This paſſage admits of a very 
natural interpretation on unitarian principles. Unto 
us a child is born, unto us a ſon is given, The pro- 
phet refers to Jeſus Chriſt, who was to be given 
by God, as a benefit to mankind. And the govern- 
ment ſhall be upon his ſhoulders, that is, the govern- 
ment of the church, of which he was to be ap- 
pointed by God the governor and the head. And 
his name ſhall be called wonderful, which may relate 
to the miracles he was to perform while he was in 
the world. Counſellor, which reſpeAs the intimate 
knowledge he would have of the divine will, and 
the inſtruftions he would give mankind. The 
mighty God, or more properly, a mighty God, a 
name which may ſurely be applied to Jeſus Chriſt 
with as much propricty as it was to Moſes, Ex. vii. 
1, and angels, Pſ. xcvii. 7, and kings, and ma- 
giſtrates, John x. 34. 35- It ſhould alſo be ob- 
ſerved, that the words mighty God, may with 
equal propriety be rendered mighty, ſtrong. The 
everlaſting father, which Biſhop Lowth tranſlates 
the father of the everlaſling age, i. e. the founder of 
the chriſtian diſpenſation. The prince of peace. That 
this text has no relation to the ſuppoſed deity of 
Jeſus Chriſt, is evident from the laſt clauſe of the 
next verſe, where it is added, the zeal of the Loxp 
of hoſls wiil perform this, that is, will make the 
child who was to be born, wonderful, counſellor, &c. 
The 


"1 
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The reader ſhould be inſormed alſo, that it is 
highly probable the original text is corrupted, as 
the Vatican copy of the Septuagint wants the ex- 
preſſions wonderful, counſellor, mighty God, and reads 
inſtead of them, the meſſenger of the great deſign. 
See the latter reading ſupported, with great learn- 
ing, in a new tranſlation of Iſaiah, by a Layman, 
or in the Commentaries and Eſſays publiſhed by 
the Society for promoting the knowledge of the 
Scriptures. Vol. 1, p. 171, and 243. 


Iſaiah xl. 3. The voice of him that crieth in the 
wilderneſs, Prepare the way of the Lon b, mate ſtraiglu 
in the deſert a highway for our God. Iſaiah xl. g. 
Say unto the cities of Judah, behold your God. Iſaiah 
xxxv. 4. Behold your God will come and ſave you. 
In the language of ſcripture, God is ſaid to come 
and viſit his people, when he ſends them any ex- 
traordinary meſſenger or deliverer; and it was in 
this ſenſe that he came by Jeſus Chriſt, Luke vii. 
16. And they glorified God, ſaying that a great prophet 
is viſen up among us ; and that God hath viſited his peo- 
ple, that is, by means of the prophet he had raiſed 
up. In this reſpe& alſo might ſohn the baptiſt, in 
going before Chriſt, be ſaid to go before Jehovah; 
it being by Jeſus Chriſt that Jehovah came and 
viſited his people, and by the authority of Jeho- 
vah, that our Lord always acknowledged he afted. 


Jer. 


$6. A DEFENCE OF UNITARIANISM. 


Jer. xxiii. 6, And this is his name whereby he ſhall 
be called, the Lord gur righteouſneſs, Concerning 
this paſſage it may be remarked 


1. That it is not certain this prophecy relates 
to Jeſus Chriſt. Many are of opinion, that .the 
prophet intended Zorobabel, who was deſcended 
from David, and who ruled the children of Iſrael 
| when they came out of Babylon, 


2. There is good reaſon to believe that this is 
not the proper tranſlation; but that the words 
ſhould have been rendered, This is the name where- 
by Jehovah ſhall call him, ou ricuTEOUsNwESS, 
Of this opinion 1s Dr, Blayney, a learned digni- 
tary of the church of England, who candidly ac- 
knowledges, that the d:vinity of Chriſt draws its 
deciſive proofs from the New Teſtament only. (i) 


3- We are informed, verſe gth, that it was le- 
hovah who was to raiſe up unto David a righteous 
branch, and a king, who was to be ſo called. It 
follows, therefore, that he muſt have been a per- 
ſon different from the Jehovah who raiſed him up, 
and inferior to him, being dependant on him for 


his kingdom, 
4. It 


(i) See Jeremiah; a new tranſlation, by Benjamin 
Blayney, B. D. Oxford. 1784. 
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4. It is evident that the name Jznovan, Ts16- 
KENU, if applied to Jeſus Chriſt, has no relation to 
his nature, becauſe fimilar names are applied to 
places. Gen. xxii. 14. Abraham called the name 
of that place Junovan-jinen, Ex. xvii. 15. And 
Moſes called the name of the altar ]Jxnovau-niss. 
See alſo Judges vi. 24 ; and Ezek. xlviii. 35. 


Daniel vii. 13. 14. And behold one like the ſon 
of man came with the clouds of heaven, and came to the 
ancient of days, and they brought him near before fim. 
And there was given him dominion, Sc. Mr. Haw- 
ker here aſks, In what character could the pro- 
phet Daniel expect Aim to appear, whom he thus 
deſcribes? To this it may be anſwered, certainly 
not in the character of God almighty ; for he is 
called the ſon of man, and is ſaid to be brought 
near before the Ancient of days, and to have his 
dominion, his glory, and his kingdom given him; 
all which, on the ſuppoſition he was himſelf the 
Ancient of days, was impoſſible. | 


Micah v. 2. But thou Beth-lehem Ephratah, tho” 
thou be little among the thouſands of Fudah, yet out of 
thee ſhall he come forth unto me, that is to be ruler in 
Iſrael : whoſe goings forth have been from of old, from 
everlaſling. The meaning of this paſſage is, that 
his goings forth have been decreed from everlaſting. 
Of this opinion was Calvin. That no proof can be 


drawn 
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drawn from it in favour of the deity of ſeſus 
Chriſt, is evident from v. 4 ; where it is added by 
the prophet concerning the ſame perſon, that he 
ſhall fland and feed in the ſtrength of the Lox b, in 
the majeſty of the name of the Lon u1s Gov. 


 Haggai ii. 9. The glory of this lalter houſe ſhall 
be greater than of the former. Mr. Hawker ſays, on 
account of the divinity of his preſence who ap- 
peared in it during his incarnation. But we are 
to attend to the prophets reaſons, who ſays not a 
word reſpedting our Lord's divinity. The only 
reaſons aſſigned by him are, that the deſire of all 
nations was to make his appearance in it, that the 
Lord would fill the houſe with glory, and that } in 
it he would give peace. 


Zechariah ii. 10. 11. Sing and rejoice O daugh- 
ter of Zion: for lo, I come, and I will dwell in the 
madſt of thee ſaith the Lon And many nations ſhall 
be joined to the Lon p in that day, and ſhall be my peo- 
ple, —and thou ſhalt know that the Lo xD hoſts hath 
ſent me unto thee, There is no reaſon to ſuppoſe 
that this paſſage has any relation to Jeſus Chriſt, 
It appears from v. gd and 4th, that it is nothing 
more than an angel delivering a meſſage, and that 
he ſometimes ſpeaks in his own name, ſometimes. 
in the name of Jehovah. It is ſtrange that Mr. 
Hawker, when he intimates that one Loxp was 


ſent 
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ſent by another, ſhould not have perceived how 
very contradittory the expreſſion was to his own 
hypotheſis. For he thus makes two diltin@ Lox vs, 
one of whom was ſuperior to the other, 


Zechariah xiii. 7. Awake, O fword, againſt my 
ſhepherd, and againſt the man that is my fellow. In 
anſwer to what Mr. Hawker has advanced upon 
this paſſage, it may be aſked, Can a being whom 
God himſelf calls a man, and his ſhepherd, be his 
fellow, his equal p The true rendering is, againſt the 
man that is near to me, that is my favourite. (4 


Malachi iii. i. Behold I will ſend my meſſenger 
and he ſhall | prepare my way before me, (and the LoRD 
whom ye ſeek ſhail ſuddenly come to his temple, ) even the 
meſſenger of the covenant whom ye deli, ht in: behold 
he ſhall come ſaith the LoD of Ae. By the Loa p 
who was to come to. his-temple, we are to under- 
ſtand Jehovah himſelf, who came to his temple by 
Jeſus Chriſt. That this is the true meaning of 
the paſſage is evident, becauſe the temple is never 
called in the New Teſtament, the temple of 
Chriſt ; but be himſelf calls it the houſe of God, the 
houſe of his Father, Matt. xii. 4. John ii. 16. 


I have now examined all the paſſages which Mr. 
n Hawker 


{k) The LXX. render it awry W , 
riac verſion amicum meum, my friend, 
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Hawker has quoted from the prophecies of the 
Old Teſtament, in proof of the ſuperior nature of 
Jeſus Chriſt, from which I hope it will appear, 
that neither Dr, Prieſtley, nor any other Unitari- 
an, is guilty of preſumption in aſſerting, ©« That 
none of the prophets, in ſpeaking of the Meſhah, 
gave the Jews any' idea of- any other than a man 
like themſelves in that illuſtrious character.” We 

aſſert it only, becauſe none of the paſſages which 
Mr. Hawker has produced, nor any other which 
he has not produced, appear to us to point him out 
as any thing more. 


. 
7 „ 
4 


CHAP.TER, VIII. 


of, the Miracles nor the Diſcourſes of Jeſus any 
| Proofs that he is God, 


ET +4 
9 #3 . 
I 7 7 , © 3 # * © 


HE next ſubjedt, which offers itſelf for con- 

| fideration, is the evidence Mr. Hawker 

| has brought forward to prove the divinity of our 
| Lo 5 his lie time on . 


14 


He begins his f ermon, on this ſubjeQ, with en- 


TOs pence; t-eur Leaves miraculous 
| conception, 
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conception. But this, I have before had occaſion 
to obſerve, is quite foreign to the doftrine of his 
deity, and is admitted by many Unitarians, 1 
ſhall therefore now pals it by. C, 


His next proof is taken from our faviour's 
| mighty 


{1) I cannot, however, help obſerving in a note, that Mr. 
Hawker bas uſed two terms as ſynonymous, which are really 
very different, the miraculous conception, and the miracu- 
lous incarnation. By the miraculous conception we can 
underſtand nothing more, than that the human nature of 
Jeſus Chriſt, was produced by the immediate power of the 
Moſt High, in the womb of the virgin. By the incarnation 
is meant, that the divine nature, God the Son, became in 
carnate in the human nature. The arguments he has brought 
forward may apply to the former, but they afford no. proof 
of the latter. Had Mr. Hawker eſtabliſhed the doctrine of 
the incarnation, it would have been an unequivocal proof, 
in favour of the unity of natures in the perſon of Chriſt, 
on which he inſiſts p. 164167, But the miraculous con- 
geption affords not the leaſt proof ot any ſuch union. 


I will alſo here notice the text Mr. Hawker has quoted 
from the book of the Revelations, Chap. xxii. ver. 16, 1 am 
the root, and the offspring of David. By the word root, ſume- 
times in the ſcriptures, is intended a branch or fhoot from a 
root, See Judges v. 14. Iſaiah xi, 1. 10, and liii . . And tne 
Greek word «as, and, may, have in this places a8 it has in 
many others, the force: of an explicatiye, The following 
then will be the the rendering of the verſe, I am the branch, 
even the offspring of David. Vide Grotius in loc ; and allo 
on Rev. v. 5. 


* 
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mighty. works, © in all which,” ſays Mr, Hawker, 
* 1t appears that he was influenced by his own im- 
mediate will and authori'y,” (m) I wil produce a few 
paſſages from the New Teſtament, in which our 
Lord and his apoſtles aſſert the contrary, and 
which ſer all Mr. Hawker's reaſoning on this ſub- 
Jeft afide. Matt. xii. 28, But / I caſt out devils 
by the Spirit of God, then the kingdom of God ts come 
unto you. See allo Luke xi. 20; who has ut, If I 
with the finger of God, &c. meaning his power. 
John v. 19. 21. The fon can do nothing of hinnlelf ; 
but what Jie feeth the Father do. For the Father loveth 
the ſom, and ſheweth hum all things that himſel/ doth : 

and he will ſhew him greater works than theſe. Ver. 
22d. For the Father hath committed all judgment 
to the Jon. Ver. 26th. For as the Father hath life in 
tumfel/;” ſo hath he given to the ſon io have life in him- 
elf. Ver. goth. I can of mine own ſelf do nothing. 
John ix. 4. I muſt work the works of him that ſent 
me. John x 25: | The works that I do in my Fa- 
ther's name they bear witneſs of me. john xiv. 9 
71. He that hath jeen me, hath ſeen the Father ; (n) 
er 7 FEA LG (Hf ee, 1 


4 Fo P, 173. 


109 Theſe words are frequently brought as a proof of the 
deity of Jeſus Chriſt, Hut if they be taken literally they 
- will prove, not that Jeſus Chr ſt is God the Son, but God 
the Father. The truth however ſeems to be, that they can- 
W ä teach us to con- 

ider 
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and how ſayeſt thou then, ſhew us the Father ? Be- 
lieveſt thou nt that I am in the Father, and the Fa- 
ther in me ? The words that I ſpeak unto you, I ſpeak 
not of my ſelſ, but the Father, {hat dwelleth in me, he 
doth th; works, Atts ii. 22. Jeſus of Nazareth, a 
man approved. of God, among you, by miracles, and 
wonders, and ſigns, which God did by him in the 
madſt of you, as ye. yourſelves alſo know, Adds x. g8. 
God anointed Jeſus of Nazareth with the Holy Ghoſt, 
and with power ; who went about doing good, and heal- 
ing all that were \ oppreſſed rf the devil ; Jor God was 
with hum. 

From 


ſider God as inviſible, The only way in which God can be 
ſeen, is n his works and in his diſpenſations. Thus we ſre- 
quently ſay we ſce God in the works of creation and pro- 
vidence, and particularly in the diſpenſation of the goſpel. 
Wh the greateſt propriety therefore might our ſaviour uſe 
this language concerning himſelf, who was the perſon cho- 
Xe ſen by God to introduce the goſpel, and who of all other 
perſons reſembles Cod the Father moſt, See Col. i. 15. and 
Heb. i. g. Hhat nothing more was meant by him in this 
place ſeems evident from the ſubſequent verſes. Believeſt 
thou not thit I am in the Father, and the Father in me # the 
words that I ſpeak unto you, I ſpeak not of myſelf, but the Fa- 
ther who dwelleth in me, he doth the works, As if he had ſaid, 
„In ſeeing me tho haſt had every manifeſtation of the 
ſupreme Father, which it is poſlible for thee to have, For 
thou haſt heard the heavenly do&rines which I have taught, 
and thou haſt beheld the mighty works which I have per- 
formed, and which, properly ſpeaking, are not my on, 
but the Father's who dwelleth in me.“ | 
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From theſe paſſages it is evident, that our ſa- 
viour never performed any miracles himſelf, and 
that his diſciples never performed any in his name, 
in conſequence of any natural inherent power of 
his own, but in conſequence of thoſe powers he 
had received from God. It is to no purpoſe for 
Trinitarians to have recourſe to the univn of na- 
tures in the perſon of Chriſt, to get rid of this 
difficulty, For had ſuch an union really exiſted, 
the ſecond perſon in the trinity, with whom it was 
that the human nature was united, would have 
been appealed to as the immediate author of the 
miracles. We find, however, that our ſaviour 


uniformly aſcribed them, not to the power of God 
the Son, but of God the Father, 


Mr. Hawker obſerves, that at the reſurreQion 
of Lazarus, Jeſus called himſelf the reſurrection 
and the life, and that in confirmation of the truth 
of it, he immediately brought a dead man from 
the grave. Hence, he concludes, that he muſt 
have been omnipotent. But it ſhould be remem- 
bered, that Chriſt himſelf declares, that this power 
of raiſing perſons from the dead, was given him by 
the Father, See John v. 26—29, 


Great ſtreſs alſo is laid by Mr. Hawker, on our 
Lord's miracles being ſometimes accompanied with 
the forgiveneſs of ſins, But in anſwer to this, it 
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may be obſerved, that the ſame power was given 
to the diſciples, John xx. 23 Whoſe ſoever ſins ye 
remit, they are remitted unto them ; and uligſe ſoever 
fans ye retain, they are retained. 


That by working miracles in the name of Chriſt, 
the apoſtles did not conſider the power as derived 
immediately from him, which Mr. Hawker ima- 
gines to have been the caſe, (0) is evident from 
their joint prayer to Almighty God, that figns and 
wonders might be done in the name of his holy 
child (ſervant) Jeſus. Acts iv. 24. 31. And they 
(the apoſtles) lift .up their voice to God with one 
accord, and ſaid, Lon p, thou art God, which haſt 
made heaven and earth, and the ſea, and all that 
in them is—grant—that ſigns and wonders may be 
done by the name of thy holy child (/ervant) je- 
ſus.” How, it may be aſked, was it poſſible for 
them to have expreſſed, in ſtronger terms than 
theſe, their firm perſuaſion, that all the miracles 
they performed, were performed not by the power 
of Chriſt, but by the power of the Father in his 
name ? | 


Mr. Hawker's next argument is taken from the 
unparalleled diſcourſes of Jeſus Chriſt. () But his 
reaſoning 


(0) P. 188-191, | 
b . 196. 
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reaſoning on this ſubjeQ is alſo ſet aſide by the 
: conſideration, that our Lord himſelf frequently 
declares, he was not the author of his own doctrine; 
but that he received his doctrine, as well as the 
power of working miracles, from God. John vii. 
16. Jeſus anſwered them, and ſaid, My doflrine is 
not mine, but his that ſent me. John viii. 28. Then 
faid Jeſus unto them, When ye have lift up the ſon of 
man," then ſla ye know that I am he, and that I do 
nothing of myſelf; but as my Father hath taught me, 
I ſpeak theſe things. john xiv. 24. And the word 
which you hear, is not mine, but the Father's which 
ſent me, So far, therefore, are the truths the 
bleſſed Jeſus delivered, from being a proof of 
his deity, that they are a proof of the contrary. 
For had he been God, he would have ſpoken im- 
mediately from himſelf; but, on the contrary, we 
find him declaring, in the moſt expreſs terms, that 
whatever doftrines he taught, they were not his 
own, but his Fathers who ſent him; a declaration 
which he never could have made, had he been 
at the ſame time himſelf God. | 


CHAPTER 
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CHAPTER IX. 


No Divine Attributes groen lo Jeſus Chriſt in the 
New Teſtament. 


———ͤ — 


H E next argument, ſays Mr. Hawker, in 
'A proof of our bleſſed I. ord's divinity, may be 
taken from the divine attributes he poſſeſſed; (4 
the following of which, he is of opinion, are 
aſcribed to him in the New Teſtament. 


1. Omnipreſence. 


Matt. xviii. 20. For where two or three are ga- 
thered together in my name, there am I in the midſt of 
them. That this paſſage does not prove our Lord 
to be omnipreſent, and the object of our prayers, 
is evident from the preceding verſe ; where he 
ſays, If two of you ſhall agree on earth, as touching 
any thing that they ſhall aſk, it ſhall be done for them, 
not of myſelf, but of my Father which is in heaven. 
He then adds, For where two or three are gathered 
together in my name, there am I in the midſt of them. 
His meaning poſſibly might be, that whenever his 
diſciples were gathered together to offer up their 
requeſts to Almighty God, their prayers would be 

(4) P, 208, 
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as favourably attended to, as though he himſelf 
were perſonally preſent with them. Or more pro- 
bably he might intend, that he would be with them 
in a figurative ſenſe, by means of thoſe divine 
powers, which by his prayers he was to procure 
for them from the Father. This interpretation is 
confirmed by his own words on another occaſion. 
John xiv. 16—18. And I will pray the Father, and 
he ſhall give you another Comforter, that he may abide 
with you for ever ; Even the ſpirit of truth, whom the 
world cannot receive, becauſe it ſeeth him, not, neither 
knoweth him : but ye know him, for he dwelleth with 
you, and ſhall be in you. I will not leave you comſort- 
lefs, I will come to you, that is, I will come to you 
by means of thoſe powers which I am about to 
procure for you. 


Grotius has a note on this place deſerving at- 
tention. © In Latin,” he ſays „he is ſaid to be 
preſent with any one who favours and aſſiſts him ; 
and that this ſaying of Chriſt's is very much like 
a proverb among the Jews, Where two perſons 
meet together and diſcourſe concerning the law, 
the ſhechinah is among them.” (7 | 


John 


/x) Latine adeſſe alicui dicitur qui ei favet auxiliumque 
prazbet. Eſt autem hoc Chriſti dictum ſimillimum tritæ in- 
ter Hebræos ſententiaz -—— Ubi duo conſident ſermonem 
habentes de lege, Shechinah eſt inter iplos. Grotius in loc, 
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John xiv. 23. 1} a man love me, he will keep my 
words : and my Father will love him, and we will come 
unto him, and make our abode with lum. Matt. xxviii. 
20. And lo, I am with you alway, even to the end of 
the world. Both theſe paſſages may be explained by 
John xiv. 16---18, above referred to; where Chriſt 
repreſents himſelf as coming to the diſciples, by 
means of the holy ſpirit which they were to re- 
ceive from heaven after his aſcenſion. The laſt 
paſſage ought to have been rendered, Lo, I am with 
you always, even to the end of the age, which reſtricts 
it to the apoſtolick age, as long as miraculous powers - 
were continued in the church, 


2. Omniſcience. 


But none of the paſſages Mr. Hawker has pro- 
. duced prove our Lord to have been poſſeſſed of 
this attribute. All they prove is, that he had ſuch 
a knowledge of the hearts and characters of men 
communicated to him by God, as was neceſſary to 
the fulfilment of the ends of his miſſion. © The 
ſame kind of knowledge was communicated, at 
times, to others, though not in ſo eminent a degree; 
to Eliſha, in the caſe of Gehazi, and to Peter, in 
the caſe of Annanias and Sapphira. That our ſa- 
viour was not omniſcient in the proper ſenſe of 
the word, is evident from his own declaration, 
Mark xiii. ga. But of that day and that hour know- 
ein no man, no not the angels which are in heaven, 

neither 
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neither the Son, but the Father. With reſpe@ to 
our Lord's preſcience concerning future events, 
on which Mr. Hawker lays ſo much fireſs, () it 
no more proves him to have been poſſeſſed of om- 
niſcience, than it would prove any other prophet 
to have been poſſeſſed of it. That it was derived 
in him, as well as in them, is evident from Rev. 
i. 1. The revela/ ion of Jeſus Chriſt, which God gave 
unto him. The declaration of Peter, John xxi. 17, 
Lord, thou knoweſt all things, proves nothing; for 
the apoſtle John ſays the ſame concerning thoſe to 
whom be wrote his epiſtle. I John ii. 20. But ye 
have an untlion from the Holy One, and ye know all 
things. 


3. Eternity. 


4 Trinitarians in general explain this paſſage by ſay- 
ing, that our Lord did not ſpeak in his divine, but in his 
human nature, How it is that Mr. Hawker will explain 
it, conſidering the conceſſion he has made (p. 477, note,) I 
am at a loſs to conceive, His words are, For to ſuppoſe 
that our Lord in one paſlage alludes to his divinity, and in 
another to his humanity, this would be to make Chriſt 
ſpeak and aft as two diſtin beings; which would be an 
ablurdity. And if this were made the ſtandard for explain- 
ing the difficulties of Scripture, to what errors would it 
lead!” After ſuch a conceſſion, I think I may venture to 
ſay, Mr. Hawker is not far {rom Unitarianiſm. It may be 

obſerved alſo, that there are many other paſſages which he 
will find equally difficult to reconcile, particularly thoſe 
in which God is declared to be the Goo of Jeſus Chriſt, 
which will be noticed in their proper place, 
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3- Eternity. | 


Micah v. 2. ſohn i. 1. 2, and John xvii. g. 
Theſe paſſages have already been examined. See 
p. 87. 38. 28. 


Rev. i. 8. I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning 
and the ending, ſaith the Lox v, which is, and which 
was, and which is to come, the Almighty: From 
comparing the different manuſcripts, it appears, 
that the true reading of this verſe is, I am Alpha 
and Omega, the beginning and the ending, faith the 
Loap Goo, Sc. by whom we are to underſtand 
that great Being, who, ver. 1ſt, is ſaid to have given 
Jeſus Chriſt the revelation, and who, verſe 4th, is 
called, He which is, and which was, and which is ts 
come. (t) | 


Rev. i. 11. Jam Alpha and Omega, the firſt and 
the laſt. Theſe words are ſpurious, and ought to 
be ſtruck out of our engliſh bibles, The true 
reading is, I was in the ſpirit on the Lord's day, and 
heard behind me a great voice, as of a trumpet, ſaying 
what thou ſeeſt, write in a book. (t) 


4. Immutability. 


Heb. xiii, 8. Jeſus Chriſt the ſame yeſterday, and to 


day, and for ever. Concerning this paſſage it may 
„5 be 


(t) Wetftein and Grieſbach in loe. 
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be obſerved, that the word Chriſt in the apoſto- 
lic writings is frequently put for the goſpel of 
Chriſt. Rom. xvi. 7. Salute Andronicus and 
Junia who were in Chriſt be/ore me. Eph. iv. 20. 

Ye have not ſo learned Chriſt, that is, the chriſtian 
doftrine, See alſo Eph. iii. 17, II Cor. v. 17, I 
Theſſ. iii. 8. The context ſeems to require the 
ſame ſenſe of it here. Where now” ſays Dr. 
Clarke, „is the force of this argument? Imilate 
your own paſtors, becauſe the perſon of Chriſt is al- 
ways the ſame. "The context, I think, plainly ſhows 
the other to be the true ſenſe : Adhere to the faith of 
the apoſiles who' firſt inſtrucied you, aud be not carried 
about with divers new dottrines ; For the dotlrine of 
Chriſt is always one, and the ſame, and cannot be 
changed by men.” (v) 


Heb, i. 10—12. This paſſage has been be- 
fore examined. See p. 53. 


5. Omnipotence. 


ll that Mr. Hawker has advanced to prove 
that our Lord poſſeſſes this attribute, is ſet aſide 
by his own repeated declarations, that all the 
powers he poſſeſſed, he received from God. 
Matt. xxviii. 18. All power is given unto me in 
heaven and in carth. See allo all the paſſages 
quoted in the laſt chapter, relating to our Lord's 
miracles. „ 6. Holineſs, 


{v) Dr. Clarke's reply to the Objeftions of Mr. Nelſon. 
| > P. 169. 170. 
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6. Holineſs. 


Akts xiii. 35. Thou fhait not ſuffer thine holy one 
lo ſee corruption. But this title, I have before had 
occaſion to obſerve, was given to the prophet Na- 
than, as it is alſo to the tribe of Levi, Deut. 


xxxiii. 8. And of Levi he ſaid, Let thy Thummim 
and thy Urim be with thy holy one. 


Dan. ix. 24. Seventy weeks are determined—to 
anoint the moſt holy, But that this phraſe concludes 
nothing is evident, becauſe it is applied to things 


and places in upwards of thirty places in the Old 
Teftament, 


CHAPTER X. 


None of the incommunicable Names of God given to Je- 
Jus Chriſt either in the Old or New Teſtament. 


M* Hawker's next argument in favour of the 
doctrine of our Lord's divinity, is taken 
from the names and titles by which he ſays the 


ſcriptures diſtinguiſh him. (u 
1. Jehovah. 


{w) P. 212, 


* 
* 


aviours who ſaved them. I will produce a few paſ- 
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1. Jehovah. 


For the moſt part he obſerves, © that the word 
Fehovah in the Old Teſtament, is the ſame as Lord 
in the New.” To this it may be anſwered, that 
the Greek word Koper, Lord, is far from being ap- 
propriate to the ſupreme Being. The LXX uſe 
it very frequently for maſter. And in the New 
Teſtament it is applied to other perſons, as 
well as to Jeſus Chriſt and to God, Nothing, 
therefore, can be argued from it, to prove that 
Jeſus Chriſt is called by the name Jehovah. 


Mr. Hawker farther obſerves upon this ſubjeR, 
that in the Old Teſtament Jehovah is ſaid to be 
the only Saviour over all the earth; bur that in 
the New Teſtament ſalvation is ſaid to be by je- 
ſus Chriſt: from this he concludes, that Jeſus 
Chriſt muſt' be Jehovah. But by the ſame me- 
thod of argument it might be proved that Moſes 
was Jehovah: for it is ſaid, Ex. xxxii. 7, that 
Moſes brought the children of Iſrael out of Egypt, and 
Ex. xx. a, that Fehovah their God, brought them out 


of Egypt. The truth is, that God is a Saviour in 


the higheſt ſenſe, and that Jeſus Chriſt is a. ſavi- 
our in an inferior ſenſe; being made ſo by God 
as others allo were, Neh. ix. 27, Thou gaveſt them 


ſages from the New Teſtament to prove, that it is 
| in 


A DEFENCE OF UNITARIANISM, 105. 


in this inferior ſenſe only, that Jeſus is a ſaviour." 
Abts v. 31. Him hath God exalted with his right 
hand to be a prince and a Saviour. Adds xiii. 23. 
Of this man's feed hath God, according to his promiſe, 
raiſed up unto Iſrael a ſaviour, Jeſus. I John iv. 14. 
We have ſeen and do teſtify, that the Father ſent the 
Son to be the ſaviour of the world, 


The paſſages Mr. Hawker has produced from 
the Old Teſtament, to prove that Jeſus Chriſt is 
diſtinguiſhed by the name Jehovah, have all been 
examined in the ſeventh chapter, except Zech. 
Xit. 10. They ſhall look upon me whom they have 
pierced. - The apoſtle Jobn, in quoting this paſ- 
ſage, has it, They ſhall look on him whom they pierced. 
See John xix. 37. We ſeem therefore warranted 
in concluding, that there has been ſome miſtake, 
and that the original reading was they ſhall look on 
him &c. as John has quoted it. This conjeQure 
is confirmed by, what immediately follows in the 
prophet, and they ſhall mourn for him, as one mourn- 
eh ot his only Jon, and ſhall be in bitterneſs for him. 
It is ſurely much better for us to have recourſe to 
this interpretation, than to believe the ſhocking 
doArine, that the great Jebovah himſelf was Ps 
nm 0 | 


From what has now been obſerved, 1 hope it 
| 2 that the name Jehovah, 0 of being 


O repeatedly 
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repeatedly applied to Chriſt, which Mr, Hawker 
aſſerts to be the caſe, is not applied to him in any 
one place in the ſcriptures. 


2. God. 


Iſaiah ix. 6. This paſſage has already been ex- 
plained. See P- 84. 


Titus ii. 13. Looking for that bleſſed hope, 
and the glorious appearing of the great God, and our 
Saviour Feſus Chriſt. . ** Many modern writers” 
ſays Dr. Clarke, * underſtand this whole ſentence 
to belong to one and the ſame perſon, viz. Chriſt : 
As if the words ſhould have been rendered, The 
appearing of our great God and Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, 
Which conſtruttion the words will indeed gram- 
matically bear; as do alſo thoſe in II Pet. i. 1. 
But it is much more reaſonable, and more agree- 
able to the whole tenor of ſcripture, to underſtand 
the former part of the words to relate to the Fa- 
ther. The word God, with any high title or epi- 
thet annexed, always fignifying the Father only.” (w) 
To this it may be added, that with equal propriety 
the words may be rendered, the glorious appearing 
of the great God, and of our ſaviour Feſus Chriſt, by 
whom it is that God will judge the world, See 
Acts xvii. 1, and Romans ii. 16. 

| 1] th | 


Titus 


ye g ( w) Dr, Clarke's Scripture Doctrine, p. 77. 
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Titus i. 3. According to the commandment of God 
our Saviour. But ſurely ſomething more is re- 
quiſite to make us believe that the apoſtle here in- 
tended Jeſus Chriſt, than Mr. Hawker's bare aſ- 
ſertion. By examining the different paſſages where 
the phraſe God our Saviour occurs, it will be found 
never to be ſpoken of Jeſus Chriſt, but always of 
God the Father. See particularly, Tit. iii. 4. 5. 6. 


Rom. ix. 5, Whoſe are the fathers, and of whom 
as concerning the fleſh Chriſt came, who is over all, 
God bleſſed for ever. © Theſe words” ſays Mr. 
Frend of Jeſus' College, Cambridge, © are capable 
of three different meanings. 1. The ſtop may be 
placed after age, and the meaning will be, of 
whom is Chriſt according to the fleſh. Bleſſed be God 
over all for ever. 2. The ſtop may be placed af- 
ter au, and the words may then be rendered, of 
whom is Chriſt, according to the fleſh, who is over 
all. God be bleſſed for ever. g. The words may 
be rendered as in our common verſion.” 


He adds, “there is another opinion by no means 
to be deſpiſed, though founded on conjetture- 
The advocates for it read e, inſtead of , and 
render the clauſe thus; whoſe are the Jathers, of 
whom is Chriſt according to the fleſh, whoſe is God 
over all bleſſed for ever.” Of this opinion were Dr. 
Taylor, and Dr. Whitby. (x) Mr. 
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Mr. Clark, of Uxbridge, thus renders the verſe. 
« Whoſe are the fathers, and of whom, as con- 
cerning the fleſh, is Chriſt ; he who is over all is 
God, bleſſed for evermore.”(y) 


That the phraſe, as concerning the fleſh, or ac- 
cording to the fleſh, means nothing more than by 
natural deſcent, is evident from Rom. iv. 1; and 
ix. 3. 


I Tim. iii. 15. The church of the living God, 
that is, of the ſupreme Father, the title being ap- 
propriate to bim throughout the Old and New 
Teſtament, Mr. Hawker's argument from this paſ- 
ſage, in ſavour of the deity of Jeſus Chriſt, muſt, 
I ſuppoſe, be the ſame as his argument from his 
being called a Saviour, and may be anſwered in 
the ſame way. The charch ſometimes in the 
ſcriptures is called the church of God, ſometimes 

the church of Chrift, becauſe he is 1 0 God ap- 
pointed its head. | 


1 John v. 20. We are in him that is true, even in 
tas ſon Feſus Chriſt. This is the true God, and eternal 
life. The words may be rendered, We are in him 
that is true by or through his ſon Jeſus Chriſt.(z) This 

| * 
{z) See this rendering ſupported in his deſence of the Unity 
of God, in four Letters to the Rev. Mr. Harper, P. 10g, 


$04. 
(2) The word even is not in the original. 
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is the true God, namely, be that is true, and cer- 
nal life. Iſ it be argued; that the laſt clauſe of the 
verſe muſt refer to Jeſus. Chriſt, becauſe Jeſus 
Chriſt are the words hich immediately precede 
it, it might be proved by the ſame argument, from 
II John, 7th verſe, chat Jeſus Chriſt was anti- 
chriſt. For many decervers, ſays the apoſtle, are 
entered into the world, who confeſs not that Feſus Chriſt 
is come in the fleſh. This is @ deceiver and an anti- 
chriſt. 


Jude v. 25. To the only wiſe God our Saviour, 
be glory and majeſiy, dominion and power, both now 
and for ever. This is a'doxology of praiſe, not to 
Jeſus Chriſt, but to Almighty God, who is our Sa- 
viour in the higheſt ſenſe. This is put out of all 
diſpute by the conſideration that the Alexandrian, 
Vatican, and Ephrem Manuſcripts, and twelve o- 
chers, with the Vulgate, Syriac, Coptic, and Ara- 
bic verſions, read after God our Saviour, through 


Jeſus Chriſt our Lord. (y) Theſe words, therefore, 
ought to have a place in our bibles. 


To theſe paſſages may be added, I Tim. iii. 16. 
(z) And without controverſy, great is the myſlery of 
godlineſs : God was manifeſt in the fleſh, On the 

| ſuppoſition 


„ Wethtein and Grieſbach in loc. 
ſz) Noticed by Mr, Hawker, P- 168. 
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ſuppoſition: that this is the true reading, the paſ- 
ſage proves nothing more than that the perſections 
of .God were diſplayed in the perſon of Chriſt. 
But there is every reaſon to ſuppoſe, that the 
word , is not the true reading, as ſome of the 
moſt ancient manuſcripts, and all the ancient ver- 
fions, and likewiſe the Fathers, read „ or, inſtead 
of it. (a) The true reading therefore ſeems to be, 
Great is the myſtery of godlineſs, which was mani/ested 
in the fleſh, justiſied or confirmed by the ſpirit, or 
the miraculous powers beſtowed upon the apoſtles 
on the day of Pentecoſt ; ſeen of angels, or rather 
as Mr. Wakefield renders it, * ſeen by meſſengers, 
namely, apostles and preachers of the word, ſo called 
here, becauſe our author was looking out for ex- 
preflions to aggrandize the ſubjeft;” ( preached 
unto the gentiles, believed on in the world, received up 
into glory, or perhaps more properly, received in 
' glory, met with a glorious reception. (c) This read- 
1 ing 

{a) Wetſtein and Grieſbach in loc. See alſo Dr. Mills, 
who ſays, „ No one that I know of all the catholic 
ſathers, who proſeſſedly collected all the texts of ſcripture 
in proof of Chriſts' divinity, ever alledged this text before 
the year g80: Gregory Nyſſen firſt of all.” Mill. in loc. 


{b) Wakefield in loc. who refers to Acts iv. 20-—x. 41. 
Gal. iv. 14. 1 John i. 1. Rev. i. 20, 


e See Dr. Benſon in loc. who obſerves that ana»pdy doth 
frequently ſignify, was received, without denoting any thing 
of aſcending or deſcending. He particularly refers to Acts 
XX, 1. XXili, 1. Eph, vi. 16. II Tim, iv. 11. 
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ing gives a beautiful ſenſe to the whole paſſage ; 
but the reading as it ſtands in our engliſh Teſta- 
ment, ſeems to give it no ſenſe at all. For bow 
could it be ſaid of God, that he was justiſied in th 

ſpirit, or of that great Being, who fills with his 
preſence heaven and earth, that he was received up 
inio glory? ö 


3- Lord of glory, Lord of all, King of kings, 
and Lord of lords. | 


We cannot, I think, have ſtronger evidence, 
that the title, Lord of glory, is no proof of our 
Lord's deity, than the paſſage Mr. Hawker has 
himſelf brought forward. I Cor. ii. 8. For had 
they known it, they would not have crucirisp the 
Lord of glory. Can Mr. Hawker, or any one elſe, 
really believe that Almighty God was crucified ? 
And yet this ſhocking dottrine muſt be believed, 
if we ſuppoſe, with Mr. Hawker, that the title, 


Lord of glory, has any relation to our Lord's di- 
vine nature! 


The other paſſages are, Abts x. 36, He (Jeſus 
Chriſt) is Lord of all. Rev. xvii. 14. For he is 
Lord of lords, and King of kings. But though our 
bleſſed Lord be thus ſtiled, we are aſſured in other 
places, it is only becauſe he is made ſo by God; 
which is inconſiſtent with the idea of his being God 
himſelf, 


0 
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himſelf. Acts ii. 35- Thereſore let all the houſe of 
Iſrael know aſſurediy, that God hath made that ſame 
Jeſus, whom ye have cruafied, both Lord and Christ. 
Abts v. 31. Him hath God exalted to be @ prince, 
Sc. See allo Phil. ii. 9—11. Luke xxii. 29. 
And I appoint unto you a kingdom, as my Father hath 
appointed unto me. Chriſtians alſo, in the book 
of the Revelations, are bay to be made 4 and 


4. _ and on. * and Laſt 


Rev, tk 194 I am Alpha ani Orgs; the be- 
gianing nad the e femtions the, tae, But it 
was ſurely incumbent on Mr. Hawker, before he 
brought ſorward theſe titles as proofs of the divi- 
nity of Chriſt, to have proved, chat they were the 
incommunicable titles of Jehovab. Till this is 
done, nothing more can be concluded from them, 
than from our Lord's being called, holy, a ſaviour, 
a lord, a ling. Sc. As the ſovereigu Creator and 
diſpofer of all things, God only is the Alpha and 
Omega, the Firſt and the Laſt ; but as the author 
and finiſher of our faith, % Christ may, with 
the greateſt propriety, be ſo tiled. And that it is 
only in this inferior ſenſe» theſe titles are aſcribed 
to him, ſeems evident, , becauſe; in other parts of 
the book of the revelations, they are connected 
with ſuch circumſtances, as can belong only to a 
| creature, 
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creature. Rev. i. 17. 18. Jam the-firſt anul the 
laſt, I am he thut liveth and was dead. Rev. ii. 8. 
Theſe things ſaith the firſt and the laſt, which was 
dead, and which is alive. From theſe paſſages it 
ſhould ſeem, that by calling himſelf the firſt and 
the laſt, our bleſſed Lord meant nothing more 
than that he was the last, on account of his igno- 
minious death, and the ſirst, on account of his re- 
ſurreQion from the dead, to die no more. 


To the above texts may be added Rev, 
xxii. 16, J Jeſus have ſent mine angel to testiſy unto 
you theſe. things ; and Rev. xxii, 6. And the Loup 
Gop of the holy prophets ſent his angel to ſhew unto his 
ſervants the things which must ſhortly be done. From 
comparing theſe paſſages, Mr. Hawker concludes, 
that Jeſus Chriſt is the Loxy Gop of the holy 
prophets. But this argument is ſet aſide by the 
declaration of the apoſtle, that God gave Jeſus 
Christ the revelation to fhew unto his ſervants things 
which must ſhortly come to paſs, and that Jeſus Christ 
ſent and ſignified it by his angel unto his ſervant John. 
See Rev. i. 1. The angel, therefore, who was 
thus employed, was not only the angel of Chriſt, 
but the angel of God, in the ſame manner as a 
ſervant, employed by an officer of ſtate, is not on- 
ly the ſervant of the officer, but the ſervant of the 
king, in whoſe name and authority the officer 

aQts. o 
Me: Aſter 
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Aſter this, Mr. Hawker aſks, (d) © Is not his 
equal participation of all the perfſeftions of the 
Godhead what Chriſt means, when he ſays to his 
Father, John xvii. 10, All mine are thine, and thine 
ure mine,” The connettion however ſeems to de- 
termine, that, in this inſtance, our Lord is not 
ſpeaking of things, but of perſons. Ver. gth—1 ach. 
I pray for them (the diſciples): I pray not for the 
world, but for them which thou haſt given me, ſor (hey 
are thine. And all mine are thine, and thine are 
mine, and I am glorified in them, Sc. The only 
argument which can be alledged againſt this in- 
terpretation, is, that the original words are all in 
the neuter gender. But to this it may be anſwered, 
that in the writings of the New Teſtament, per- 
ſons are frequently ſpoken of in language which 
properly denotes things, John vi. 37. All (lite- 
rally every thing) be) that the Father hath given me, 
will come to me. Ver. 39, And this is the Father's will 
thich hath ſent me, that of all (literally, every thing ) 
which he hath given me, 1 ſhould loſe nothing, but 
fhould raiſe it up again at the laſt day. See alſo 
I Cor. i. 26—28; where by things the apoſtle 
Paul evidently means per/ons. 


In his laſt fermon Mr. Hawker farther obſerves 
NN un 


d) P. 219. 
/e) The original word is v. 
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upon this ſubjett, That there is not an attribute 
or name, by which the incommunicable character 

of the great Jehovah is known in Scripture, but 
what we find equally applied to our bleſſed Lord.“ 

(/) 1 truſt, however, it has now been proved, that 

it does not appear from any thing advanced, 
by Mr. Hawker, that a ſingle incommunicable at- 
tribute or name of God is ever applied to Jeſus 
Chriſt in the holy ſcriptures. And it is certain 
there are a number of high epithets, not noticed 
by Mr. Hawker, which are given to God the Fa- 
ther only; ſuch as the Lord of heaven and earth, 
the God of Abraham, of Iſaac, and of Jacob, the 
Almighty, the Inviſible God, the Living God, &c. 
g) By denying ſeſus Chriſt to be God, we are 
not, therefore, reduced to the neceſſity of ſup- 
poſing that the apoſtles were ignorant of our Lord's 
real charater, as Mr. Hawker imagines. (% On 
the contrary, we are of opinion, that if the doft- 
rine of his deity be true, they have ſhown them- 
ſelves to have been eminently ignorant of it, as 


they 


7 P. 331. 78 

{g) For farther ſatisfaQion on this head, I refer my 

reader to Dr. Clarke's Scripture Doctrine, Chap. i. dect. gz 

in which he has collected the aifferent paſſages in the Old 

and New Teſtament, wherein the Father is ſtiled God with 
peculiar high titles, epithets, or attributes. 


P. 220, 5 
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- they are not only ſilent upon the ſubje&, but, in 
almoſt every page of their writings, aſſert things in 
dire Ive to it. | 


Auen attempted to prove the divinity of 
our Lord, from the divine attributes and names 
which are given to him, Mr. Hawker obſerves, 
that the following ſuppoſition ſeems to be inevita- 
ble, on the preſumption that our Lord is not truly 
divine; „That God himſelf ſhould ſuffer a ſpirit 
of deluſion and error io make its way into the 
church, inſtantly on its eſtabliſhment, and conti- 
nue its baleſul influence through ſo many ages, 
{rom the days of the apoſtles to the preſent hour; 
which,” he adds, * is at once the moſt ſenſeleſs 
not to ſay impious idea that can be conceived.” (i 
But all this is founded on the ſuppoſition that the 
apoſtles and early chriſtians were believers in the 
dofarine of our Lord's deity ; a fact which Mr. 
Hawker has by no means proved to have been the 
caſe; and which is not to be admitted without 
ſatisfaQtory evidence. He ſays indeed, that * the 
Biſhop of St. David's hath very clearly proved, 
by quotations from the writings of the early Chriſ- 
tians, that they did not deny this important article 
of our faith. And the learned world is certainly 
* highly indebted to him for refuting the aſſert- 

ions 


i P. 221. 
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jons of Dr, Prieſtley on this head.” (1) It would 
be an eaſy matter for me to aſſert the contrary ; 
but I wiſh not my reader to take any thing upon 
truſt. Whoever deſires to ſatisfy himſelf on this 
point, ſhould conſult the writings of both theſe 
authors. It will be found diſcuſſed at large in 
Dr. Prieſtley's Hiſtory of the Corruptions of Chriſt. 
ianity, in the Controverſy between him and Dr. 
Horleley, in Br. Prieſtley's Hiſtory of early Opi- 
nions concerning Chriſt, and in his Hiſtory of the 
Chriſtian Church. 1 may refer thoſe who have 
not time to peruſe theſe large works, to a very 
ſmall and cheap pamphlet, entitled, A general View 
ol the Arguments for the Unity of God; and a- 
gainſt the Divinity and Pre-exiſtence of Chriſt; 
from Reaſon, from the Scriptures, and from Hiſ- 
tory. bv he 


I readily allow that the doQrine of our Lord's 
deity has been profeſſed, for a very long time, by 
the generality of chriſtians ; but this circumſtance 
will no more prove it to be true, than it will prove 
the abſurdities of popery to be true; for the idola- 
trous worſhip of ſaints and images has prevailed a- 
mong chriſtians near fourteen hundred years, and 
the deification and worſhip of a piece of bread 
Indeed, the ſame principle, if 


admitted, 


near a thouſand. 


(k) P. 17. note 
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admitted, would juſtify us in concluding from the 
exiſtence and prevalence of evil, moral and natu- 
ral, in the world, that our heavenly Father was not 
juſt, and wiſe, and good. The truth ſeems to be, 
that in this variety of opinions which the Almighty 
has ſuffered to take place, as well as in all his 
other diſpenſations, he has ſome wiſe and bene vo- 
lent ends to anſwer, with which ſuch ſhort ſighted 
creatures as we are, may be totally unacquainted. 
One end however, and a very important one, we 
know may be anſwered by it; it may teach us to 
be humble in our theological reſearches, and to 
exerciſe candour, forbearance, and chriſtian love, 
to all our brethren of mankind, from the confider- 
ation that we are ourſelves fallible alike with them, 
being equally expoſed to prejudice and error, 
and that there are conſcientious men to be found 
among all denominations of chriſtians. Truly 
happy mult that man-be, and peculiarly entitled is 
he to the name of chriſtian, on whoſe mind, dif- 
ſerence of ſentiment on religious ſubjefts has pro» 
duced theſe; deſirable effects. 


your . this part of the ſubjeQ 
by attempting io account for the Unitarians' re, 
jection of the numerous and diverſified evidences 
by which he imagines the doQrine of our Lord's 
deity to be ſupported. It is not,” he ſays, *to be 
accounted for on common principles, and one 
ſhould 
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ſhould be almoſt tempted to. apprehend that there 
muſt be ſome latent cauſe in the mind itſelf pre- 
venting their effect. The pride of human rea- 
ſon, joined, perhaps, to what the apoſtle empha- 
tically calls the god of this world, blind the minds of 
them which believe not, leſt the light of the glorious 
goſpel of Chriſt, who is the image of God, ſhould ſhine 
unto them.” (1) I am far from being diſpoſed to caſt 
reflettions upon any man. But I think I may juſtly 
ſay in reply to this infinuation, that if the eyes of 
any are blinded by the god of this world, they 
are the eyes of the man whoſe ſyſtem of faith is 
connetted with the good things of this world, whoſe 
emoluments and dignities depend upon the pecu- 
liar articles of his creed, and not of the poor 
Unitarian. It muſt be evident to every one, that 
he has little or nothing to expect from this world; 
but, on the contrary, that he is obliged to forego 
all its emoluments and dignities. And this being 
the caſe, he muſt be free from a number of thoſe 
temptatiohs which might otherwiſe give an impro- 
per biaſs to his judgment, or which might unit 
him for the inveſtigation of truth, or induce him 
to diſſemble it after he had really found lit. 


(% . 221, 222, 


CHAPTER 


120, A DEFENCE OF UNITAKIANISM« = 


CHAPTER XI. 


of Mr. Hawker's Arguments in Proof of the Deity of 
_ © Chrift, from his having taken away Sin by the Sa- 
erifice of Himſelf, from the laſt Scenes of his Hiſtory, 
and from his being appointed by God 10 raiſe the 
Dead and to judge the World, 


HE next argument which Mr. Hawker pro- 

duces in favour of the dotrine of our Lord's 
divinity is, his having taken away ſin by the ſacri- 
fice of himſelf. (I) But he has brought no argu- 
ment to prove, that becauſe he has done this he 
muſt therefore be God. All he ſays on this ſub- 
jet is, that *to give efficacy to the oblation be 
made, it became expedient that he ſhould be holy, 
barmleſs, undefiled, ſeparate from ſinners, and in 
every. way untainted with the pollution of that 
fallen race, whoſe guilt he ſuffered to expiate.“ 
n) But this be certainly might be without our 
ſuppoſing his nature to be divine. Indeed, Ti- 
nitarians themſelves, I think, muſt allow, that it 
was nothing more than the human nature of Jeſus 
Chriſt which made the ſacrifice, as it was impoſſible 
for the divine nature © either to ſuffer or die, What 


arguments 


{l) P. 228. 
1 b. 232. 
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arguments then can be brought from the doftrine | 
of the atonement, allowing it to be true, (n) io 
prove that Jeſus Chriſt is God. It ſeems to me 


to be the ſame as attempting, to prove his any 
from * DEATH. 


A : 


Beſides, in what part either of the Old or New | 
eſtament are we informed, that it was neceſſary 
there ſhould be an union of natures in the perſon 


Q IJ of 

{n) 1 cannot 4 help obſerving in a note, that the 
doctrine of ſatisfaction for ſin by the death of Chriſt, does 
not appear to me to have any foundation in the holy ſerip- 
tures» The deliverance of mankind from fin, and its con- 
lequences, is there uniformly attributed to the free grace of 
God; and the life, ſufferings, death, reſurreftion, and al- 
cenſion of Jeſus Chriſt, are repreſented as nothing more 
than the means by which this deliverance was effected; 
agreeably to what the apoſtle Paul ſays Rom. iii, 24. We art 
juſtified freely by his grace, by means of the redemption ot deli 
verance which is in Chriſt Jeſus. And I think I may venture 
to affirm, that there is not a ſingle paſſage in the Old or New — 
Teſtament, relating to the death of Chriſt, which will not 
admit of a fair interpretation on theſe principles, without 
having recourſe to that moſt abſurd and ſnocking ſuppoſition, 
that Jeſus Chriſt ſufſered and died to ſatisfy the wrath of a 
revengeful and. inexorable Deity, It would have given me 
pleaſure to have entered, more at large into this ſubjett, but 
the nature of this publication will not well admit of it. The 
reader who wiſhes for farther information, will find it in 
Mr. Graham's Letters on the Atonement; or Dr, Prieſtley's 
Appeal to the ſerious and candid Profeſſors of Chriſtianity, 


\ 
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of Chrift, to put efficacy into his ſufferings ? If 
no ſuch information be given us in the ſcriptures, 
and I think I may venture to ſay there is not, 
what are we to conclude when we read ſich paſſages 
as the following ; We were reconciled unto God by the 
DEATH of his ſon. Chriſt vip for our fins according 
bo the ſeriptures. Chriſt was DELIVZA ED for our of- 
Jences and Ros AGAIN for our juſtification, The 
BLooD of Jeſus Chriſt cleanſeth from all fin, &c? 
Knowing that God could not surrzs, and BLEED, 
and p11, and xisz acain, we muſt conclude that 
all the important bleſſings our heavenly Father has 
beſtowed upon us, as chriſtians, he has beſtowed 
upon us, not by means of a Gop, but by means of 


the 1 an Chriſt Jeſus. 


Mr. Hawker's next argument is taken from the 
laſt ſeenes of our Lord's hiſtory. And here I 
may notice an obſervation which occurs in his fifth 
ſermon, (o) becauſe it more properly belongs to 
this part of the ſubject. What awful circum- 
ſtances,” ſays he, of a ſuperior nature did our 
Lord's agony in the garden intimate !“ He ſub- 
joins in a nate, © Chriſt's agony in the garden fo 
decidedly implies the ſuperiority of our Lord's na- 
ture, and ſome peculiar purpoſe to be anſwered 
by his death, that I think it is capable of bearing 
much greater ſtreſs than is generally laid upon * 

TOs, bes e 


(0) P, 184. 5 
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He continues, „I cannot but conclude, that the 
horrors which ſurrounded our Lord in this trying 
ſeaſon were of a peculiar kind, and ſuch as no 
mortal ever ſuſtained.” Mr. Hawker here, and 
in other paſſages which I have before noticed, 
argues like a man who really believes the ſhocking 
doArine, that the Bleſſed God was in agony, that 
he ſuffered pain, and was crucified! A dottrine, 
which, I truſt, need only to be mentioned, to con- 
vince my reader of its abſurdity, He farther adds, 
« But what muſt have been that conflict which 
made it neceſſary for an angel to be ſent from heaven 
1% ſtrengthen him!” But it may be aſked, is Mr. 
Hawker ſeriouſly of opinion that Almighty God 
was ever in ſuch circumſtances as to ſtand in need 
of ſupport from one of his angels? Or if the hu- 
man nature only of Jeſus Chriſt required ſupport, 
was not the divine nature capable of affording it, 
without the aſſiſtance of one of his own creatures? 


I will now proceed to an examination of the 
paſſages which Mr. Hawker quotes as Wavy to 
this * of —— —— 


* x. 18. No man taketh my life  /rom me, 
but I lay it down of myſelf; I have power to lay it 
down, and I have power to tale it agam; Tuts com- 
MANDMENT HAVZ 1 RECEIVED OF MY FATHER, 
The word, which in this place is tranſlated power, 

more 
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more properly ſignifies riglil or authority ; and the 
word, which is tranſlated tale, very frequently ſig- 
niſies to receive. That they ſhould be ſo rendered 
here, is evident from the- laſt clauſe, which Mr. 

Hawker has not quoted; and which, had he at- 
tended to it, might have convinced him the paſſage 
could have no relation to our Lord's deity ; but 
that it was rather a proof of the contrary. The 
following appears to be the proper tranſlation; No 
man taketh my life ſrom me, i. e. againlt my will, (o) 
but I lay it down of myſel/ : I am au/huriſed to lay ic 
down, and I am authoriſed to receive it again. This 
tommanadment I have received from my Faller. As 0 
his being authoriſed to receive his liſe, it was in 
virtue of a promiſe /p) which the Father had. made 
him. Such 2 promile 1 is ſuppoſed to be contained, 
in, the prophecy of Iſaiah, Chap. liii. 10; and is 
virtually implied in our Lord's own. declaration, 
that his Father loved him, becauſe he laid down has lift 
that he might receive it again. In the ſame manner 
thoſe who lay down their liues for the ſake of Ohrift, 
are ſaid to find, or to /abe their lives; not ſurely 
by any power they had in themſelves to reſtore 
life after they were dead ; but by virtue of a right 
founded on the gracious N of our ſaviour. 

\ V7 af s 
(6) Compare this pallogs with Ma a xxvi. 83. | _ 


(Þ) Dr. Clarke is of opinion that the a dee 
is here uſed nearly in the ſame ſenſe, ag in Plal; cxxxiii. 3. 


The Lord commanded his Bleſfing ; in our old tranſlation the 
Lord promiſed kis blefing. Dr, Clarke's Scrip Doct. p. 139. 


[ 
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See Matt. x. 39. Mark vii. 35. Luke xvii. 38. 
The word tranſlated hall preſerve in the laſt paſ+ 
ſage, is remarkable, properly ſignifying to produce 
a living creature, But who would ever ſuppoſe, 
that a perſon, who ſhould loſe his life for the ſake 
of Chriſt, would of himſelf be able to reſtore it a- 
gain. The meaning obviouſly is, ſuch a perſon 
will ſo act as to ſecure eternal life, no leſs certain - 
ly and effeQually than if he had a power to confer 
it upon himſelf. (g) Theſe obſervations will alſo 
help us to explain our Lord's declaration John ii. 
19.  Neſtroy this temple, and in three days I will raiſe 
it up. That he did not raiſe himſelf from the dead 
by an att of his own immediate power, is evident 
from the general tenor of the New Teſtament, 
which in all other places refers his reſurreQtion to 
the power of God the Father. But had he raiſed 
himſelf from the. dead by the immediate exerciſe 
of his own power, it would moſt certainly have 
been attributed, not to- the power of God the Fa- 
ther, but to the power of his. own divine nature, 
God the Son. | 


John v. 21. For as the Father raiſeth up the dead 
and quickeneth them: even ſo the Son quickeneth whom 
he will, Ver. 26. For as the Father hath life in him- 
ſelf ; ſo hath he given to the Son io have life in him- 


(a) The ſubſtance of the above remarks was communi- 
cated to me by a learned and judicious friend. And upon 
referring OS I find he has adopted the ſame 


tranſlation, 
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e. But here every one muſt perceive, that fe- 
ſus Chriſt declares, this power which he poſlcſſed 
of communicating life, was given him by God. 


Matt. xxviii. 18, Al power is given unto me in 
heaven and in earth. This is another certain proof, 
- from his own declaration, that Jeſus Chriſt is not 
God. For had he been God, all power would have 
deen his own, and therefore could not have been 
given umo him. 


Matt. xxviii. 19. Go ye and teach all nations, 
baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt, It is ngt however ſaid, 
that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, are 
one being, or that each of them is God. Nor does 
it follow from the form of expreſſion, that our ſa- 
viour, as Mr. Hawker ſuppoſes, placed himſelf on 
@ level with the ſupreme Father. One might as 
well attempt to prove from the following paſlages, 
that Moſes, and Samuel, and David, and the ele&a 
angels were placed on a level with the ſupreme Fa- 
ther. Ex. xiv. 31. And the people feared the Lon p, 
and believed the Lon D, and his ſervant Moſes. I Sam. 
' #it, 18. And all the people greatly feared the Lox D and 
Samucl. 1 Chron, xxix. 20. And all the congrega- 
tron bleſſed the Lonxp God of their Fathers, and bowed 

down 
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down their heads, and worſhipped the Lon p and the 
ling. I Tim, v. 21. I charge thee before God, and 
the Lord Jeſus Chrifl, and the eleft angels, that thou 
#bjerve theſe dings. See alſo Rev. i. 4. 5. 


All that our Lord ſeems to have meant by this 
form was, that the diſciples ſhould baptize their 
numerous converts into that religion, which was 
the gift of God by Jeſus Chriſt, and which was con- 
firmed by the holy ſpirit, or the miraculous powers 
beltowed upon them on the day of Pentecoſt. 


Matthew xxviil. 20. - And ho, I en with you eh 
way, Sc. This paſſage has already been en- 
plained. See p. gg. 


Mark xvi. 17. In my name ſhall they caſt ont 
devils, c. For the explanation of this verſe, fee 


p- 95 . 


Luke xxiv. 52. And they wor ſhipped him, that is 
lid um homage, or reverence. Sce p. 22. 23+ 


Mark xvi. 20. And they went forth, and preached 
every where, the Lon D working with them, and con- 
firming the word with ſigns following. By the word 
Loup in this place we are to underſtand God the 
Father. This ſeems evident from Heb. ii. g: 4 


where we are informed it was God who wrought 
the 
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the ſigns and wonders, in atteſtation of the goſpel, 
The words are, How ſhall we eſcape if we negleft jo 
great ſalvation, which at the firſt began to be ſpoken by 
the Lord, and was confirmed unto us by them that heard 
him ; God alſo bearing them witneſs, both with ſigns, 
and wonders, and with divers miracles, and gifts of 
the Holy Ghoſt. 


John xv. 26. But when the Comforter is come, 

whom I will ſend unto you from the Father, even the 
ſpirit of truth, which proceedeth from the Father, he 
ſhall teſtify of me. As a proof that the holy ſpirit 
was not Chriſt's own immediate gift, it may be ob- 
ſerved that he does not ſay he will ſend him from 
himſelf, but from the Father. How it is he was io 
ſend him from the Father, he explains in another 
place. See John xiv. 16; where be informs them 
that the gift of the ſpirit would be the conſequence 
of his prayers to the Father. It may here be aſked, 
how it is, if Jeſus Chriſt be himſelf God, he 
ſhould make uſe of ſuch language ? Why does he 
ſpeak of ſending the ſpirit from the Father, and not 
from himſel/? Or what neceſſity was there for him 
to pray to the Father for it, when he himſelf could 
have immediately beſtowed it upon them ? 


| John xvi. 14. 15; He ſhall glorify me ; for he 
all receive of mine, and ſhall ſhew it unto you. All 
things that the Father hath are mine: therefore ſaid I, 
| that 
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that he ſhall take of mint, and ſhall ſhew it unto you. 
Concerning this paſſage, it may be obſerved, that 
the phraſe all things is a very indefinite expreſſion, 
It is ſaid of Chriſtians, I Cor. iii. 21. 22, All things 
are yours : whether Paul or Apollos, or Cephas, or the 
world, or life, or death, or things preſent, or things to 
come; all are yours. It ſhould ſeem from the con- 
text, that our ſaviour by this expreſſion meant only 
all things relating to the chriſtian church, the ſpi- 
rit being ſaid to take of theſe things, and to ſhew it 
unto the diſciples. Whatever was intended by it, 
it is certainly no proof of our Lord's divinity ; be- 
cauſe whatever things the Son hath, he bimſelf has 
aſſured us they were given him by the Father. 
John iii. 35. The Father loveth the Son, and hath 
given all things into his hands. 


The laſt argument on which Mr. Hawker inſiſts, 
is taken from our Lord's being the illuſtrious per- 
ſon who is to raiſe the dead and to judge the world 
at the laſt day. (r) © Are theſe things,” he aſks, 
« credible, upon the ſuppoſition that Chriſt is no 
more aſter all than an human being? Is the belief 
of it conſiſtent with the principles of common 
ſenſe.” ( To this it may be anſwered, that it is 
not only conſiſtent with the principles of common 
ſenſe, but that it is agreeable alſo to the declara- 


R tions 


(1) P. 240—246.— 0 P. 241, 
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tions of the ſcriptures. John v. 27. And hath 
given him ( Jeſus Chriſt) authority to execute judgment 
alſo, becauſe he is the so or wan. Adds xvii. gi. 
Becauſe he hath appointed a day in the which he will 
Judge the world in righteouſneſs, by that A whom he 
hath ordained. 1 Cor. xv. 21. For fince by man came 
death, by Man came alſo the reſurretlion of the dead. 
With ſuch plain paſſages as theſe, it is ſtrange 
Mr. Hawker ſhould have aſked the queſtions 
he has aſked, (t) But I ſuppoſe he muſt have 
overlooked them, as he has indeed many others. 


If any one ſhould aſk with Mr. Hawker, how 
it is that a glorified man ſhould be able to raiſe the 
dead and to judge the world (u)? It may be an- 
ſwered, that the Almighty Being, who is the au- 
thor of this all wiſe and merciful appointment, will 
alſo beſtow upon him every qualification neceſſary 
to the proper and faithful diſcharge of ſo import- 
ant an office. 


As Mr. Hawker, throughout his ſermons, and 
_ eſpecially in this place, ſays ſo much reſpeQting 
the ſuppoſed difficulties attending the creed of the 
Unitarians, he cannot be offended, if 1 mention a 
few of the abſurdities connetted with his own ; ab- 
furdities which, conſidering his conceſſion noticed 

Ar p. 100 


(t) P. 243. (u) P. 243. 
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p- too, I know not how he even attempts io recon- 
cile: for if, as he allows, it is abſurd to ſuppoſe 
that our Lord, in one paſſage, alludes to his divi- 
nity, and in another, to his humanity, it muſt be 


equally abſurd to imagine that his apoſtles have 
done it. | 


« Marvellous then and moſt degrading,” may 1 
ſay in the words of Mr. Lindſey, appears to us 
Mr. Hawker's doctrine concerning the ever bleſſed, 
omnipotent, all perfett Creator; and moſt painful 
to rellect upon: That ux, the eternal, who was 
before all things, was born in time of a jewiſh 
virgin, 1792+ years ſince, after having lain nine 
months in the ſtate of an embryo, in the womb of 
his mother That nE the ſource of all wiſdom and 
power, from being a puling, ſenſeleſs babe, ac- 
quired ſtrength and knowledge by degrees—That 
after having ſerved an apprenticeſhip to his Father 
Joſeph, at the trade of a carpenter, uz who giveth 
all things to all, worked at that trade himſelf for a 
livelihood (u)—That nE, who filleth the univerſe 

with 

{u) Our Lord's own townſmen are mentioned by Mark 
as ſaying of him, Is not this the carpenter, the Son of Mary f 
See Mark vi. g. And Mr. Lindſey obſerves, that © Juſtin 
Martyr, one of the earlieſt chriſtian writers, in his dialogue 
with Trypho, p. 186, ſpeaks of ploughs and yokes for oxen 
being made by Chriſt.” Nor is this circumſtance at all diſ- 
paraging to the character of our ever to be admired maſter, 
On the contrary, it furniſhes us with an additional proof in 

favour of his great humility, 
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with his preſence, lay concealed for twenty-fix years 
at leaſt, in an obſcure town in Judea, and was con- 
ſidered all the time, by all that knew him, as no- 
thing more than a fellow mortal—That az whom 
the apoſtle juſtly ſliles,  #a«=g7, the happy, I Tim. 
vi. 15, a being of the moſt perfett happineſs, was 
ſubjea to hunger and thirſt, and pain and ſuffer- 
ing; was abuſed, inſulted, and ſpit upon—And 
uz, the hing God, at laſt put to death by his own 
cfeatures, The reſt of the incredible ſtory, the 
enemies of the goſpel will dilate ypon with plea» 
ſure.” (p) 


Or in the words of Lord Bacon, the Atha- 
naſian, and ſuch I fpreſume is Mr. Hawker, be- 
lieves “three to be one, and one to be three ; 
a father not to be older than his ſon; a ſon to be 
equal with his father ; and one proceeding from 
buth, to be equal to both ; he believes three per- 
{ons in one nature; and two natures in one per- 
ſon. He believes a virgin to be the mother of a 
ſon; and that very ſon of hers to be her maker, 
He believes him to haye been ſhut up in a narrow 
cell, whom heaven and earth could not contain, 
He believes him to have been born in time, who 
was, and is from everlaſting. He believes him to 
have been a weak child, and carfied in arms, who 


is 


670 Mr, Lindſey's Vindiciz Prieſtteianz, p. 286, 287, 
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is almighty, and him once to have died, who noun 
has life and immortality.” (u 


Trinitarians in general attempt to get rid of moſt 
of theſe difficulties, by having recourſe to the 
dottrine of two natures in one and the ſame per- 
ſon; a dottrine which is in itſelf abſurd and im- 
poſſible, which is not countenanced by a ſingle 
paſſage of ſcripture, nay, which is contrary to its 
expreſs declarations; (x) a dofQrine which makes 
our bleſſed Lord, and all his apoſtles, to be guilty 
of the molt groſs equivocation—of equivocation 
which the adyocates for the doftrine would be the 
firſt to condemn in another perſon, It is a doQ- 
rine which if a man would believe, he muſt recon- 
cile his mind to the following glaring contradiQ- 
jons ; that Jeſus Chriſt poſſeſſed all the incommu- 

nicable 


u, Bac, Philoſ. Works, 4to, vol. xi. p. 285, 


(x) We are informed in the New Teſtament by Chriſt 
himſelf, that God gave him the ſpirit without meaſure ; and by 
the apoſtle Paul, that in him all the fulneſs of the Father was 
pleaſed to dwell, But on the ſuppoſition that a divine nature, 
God the Son, became incarnate in the human nature, and 
was ſo intimately united with it, as to form but one perſon, 
ſurely this muſt itſelf have been ſufficient to have anſwered 
every purpoſe relating to our Lord's miſſion, without any 
other communications from the Father, As, however, we 

are aſſured he did receive theſe communications, we may be - 
certain he ' poſſeſſed no ſuch divine nature, 
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nicable names and attributes of deity, and that he 
did not poſſeſs one of them; that he was the 
Creator of all things, and that he created nothing, 
but was himſelf a creature; that he was the Creator 
and Preſerver of heaven and earth, and that he 
wanted, at the ſame time, the neceſſaries of liſe ;(y) 
that he was the object of all religious worſhip, while 
he was himſelf a worſhipper ; that he was born, 
and that he was not born ; that he dicd, and did 
not die; that he was raiſed from the dead, and 
that he was not raiſed from the dead; that he af- 
cended up to heaven, and that he did not aſcend 
up to heaven. He muſt believe that a perſon con- 
filled of two parts, one of which was the God of 
the other; and that one part of a perſon prayed 
frequently to his other part; that a perſon, the 
part of an indiviſible nature, made a whole nature, 
which was but the part of a perſon. In fine, it 18 
a dottrine which, if true, will prove that Jeſus 
Chriſt, though a perſon, is not mentioned as a per- 
fon in the ſcriptures; but only as part of a per- 
fon, as a meic abſtratt nature. 


This is the famous doctrine which is ſuppoſed 
by 


Mr. Markland, a learned Trinitarian, ſeriouſly ob- 
ferves, that at the time our bleſſed Lord miraculouſly fed 
the five thouſand, „the Creator of the world and his com. 
panions, probably were not worth ſeven pounds ſterling 
altogether,” See his note on John vi, 7, in Bowyer's Con- 


jeltures. 
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by Trinitarians to remove all their difficulties, I 
apprehend it may juſtly be ſaid of it, that it is at- 
tempting to explain ablurdities and contradiQtions 
by ablurdities and contradictions, 


CHAPTER XII. 


o/ the Teſtimony of the Apoſtles to the Charatler of 
their Maſter. | 


22 


R. Hawker obſerves, that, from the occa- 

ſional quotations he has made from the 
New Teſtament, he has in a great meaſure proved 
it to have been the general opinion of the apoſtles, 
that our Lord's nature was divine. (2) With what 
juſtice he makes the aſſertion, I. now leave my 
reader to determine. In the ſeventh ſermon he 
proſeſſes to examine more diſtinaly the particular 
opinion of each of them. 


He begins the ſermon with a conſideration of 
their joint teſtimany, as contained in the declara- 
tion of Peter, Matt. xvi. 16. Thou art the Chriſt, 
the Son of the living God ! and intimates that our 

Saviour's 


(z) P, 248, ö 
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Saviour's view, in propoſing the queſtion which 
drew from Peter this anſwer, might be, that their 
opinion ſhould become the ſtandard and guide to 
ſucceeding ages of the church. (a) Happy would 
it have been had the church made this opinion 
their ſtandard and guide. Had this been the caſe, 
no chriſtian would ever have made him to be the 


ſupreme God, or a part of the ſupreme God, who ac- 
knowledged himſelf to be only his Son. 


What is meant by the phraſe Son of God, when 
applied to Jeſus Chriſt, I have attempted to ſhow 
in the third chapter. If Mr. Hawker be of opi- 
nion that it means any thing more than is there 
made of it, that it implies that Jeſus Chriſt is of 
the ſame nature with the Father, begotten of him 
from all eternity, let him produce his paſſages from 
ſcripture in proof of it. Find it he may in the 
dottrines of the eſtabliſhed church, in the Nicene 
and Athanaſian creeds; but I think I may venture 


to affirm, he will not find it in any paſlage either 
of the Old or New Teſtament. ' 


But, ſays Mr. Hawker, ce If Peter meant no- 
thing more by theſe words, than that he and his 
fellow apoſtles conſidered Jeſus as a ſervant, or a 
meſſenger from God, ſurely Chriſt would not have 
pronounced him to be bleſſed for the confeſſion, for 

| multitudes, 


(4) P. 249. 
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multitudes, who knew but little of our Lord's cha- 
rater, more than from ſeeing the miracles he daily 
wrought, confeſſed the ſame thing.” (b) To this 
it may be anſwered, that the multitude did indeed 
confeſs him to be à great prophet ; and this was all; 
but Peter confeſſed him to be the Meſſial, the de- 
fire of all nations, in whom all the families of the 
carth were to be bleſſed, who was to reQify the 
diſorders introduced into the world by ſin, and re- 
cover mankind by his doQrine to virtue and hap- 
pineſs; and well might our ſaviour pronounce 
him "bleſſed, in having ſo important a diſcovery 
made to him. 


I cannot diſmiſs this part of the ſubjeR, without 
taking notice of a ſingular note which Mr. Haw- 
ker has ſubjoined reſpecting Mr. Lindſey ; (c) and 
in which he has ſhown himſelf moſt ſtrangely to 
have miſapprehended his meaning, In his ſecond 
addreſs to the ſtudents of the two Univerſitics, Mr. 
Lindſey renders the greek word was, when applied 
to Jeſus Chriſt, AAs iv. 27, and in other places, 

ſervant, and not ſon or child. His reaſons are, 

that ſervant is one of its common acceptations, 

and that it is thus rendered by our own 

tranſlators verſe 25th, It is only in two or three 

inſtances that the word was is applied to Jeſus +» 
8 Chriſt, 


(b) P. 280. (e P. 268. 258, note, 


<> 
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Chriſt, and in theſe alone, that Mr. Lindſey wiſhes 
to make the alteration, And yet Mr, Hawker 
charges him with wiſhing to alter the term /on for 
that of ſervant in many places, even in places where 
Chriſt is called the Son of God, which Mr. Lind- 
ſey has no wiſh to alter. And he adds, “ ſuppo- 
ſing, therefore, in compliance with this writer's 
wiſhes, it was adopted in the preſent inſtance, the 
declaration of Peter would be, Thou art Chriſt the 
ſervant of the living God.“ It is really ſurpriſing 

that Mr. Hawker ſhould not have recolletted that 
in this place the original word is not wa, a ſervant, 
but n, a ſon, which no one, who has any know- 
ledge of the Greek language, could have an idea 
of altering; and I can aſſure my reader, that Mr. 
Lindſey is far from having a wiſh to do it, being of 
opinion that Jeſus has a peculiar claim to the title 
Son of God for reaſons already mentioned. 's 


And why ſhould Mr, Hawker obje@ to our Lord's 
being called the ſervant of God? The ſcriptures 
we find give him this title; /d) and he aſſumes it not 
unfrequently himſelf, by declaring that he was the 
meſſenger of God, a perſon whom God had ſent. 


Aſter having conſidered the joint teſtimony of 
the apoſtles as contained in the verſe following the 
words of his text, Mr. Hawker proſeſſes to exa- 

mine the particular ſentiments of each of them. 


He 
{d) See Iſaiah Iii. 1g. iii 11. xli, 2. Matt, zii. 18. 
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He begins with the teſtimony of John the Bap- 
tiſt, who, he obſerves, “though not an apoſile of 
Chriſt, yet being his forerunner, may be very pro- 
perly claſſed among the ſervants of our Lord,” 


His teſtimony is contained in the following paſ- 
ſages. 


John i. 23. J am the voice of one crying in the 
wilderneſs, Make ſtraight the way of the Lord, as ſaid 
the prophet Eſaias. The parallel paſſage in Iſaiah I 
have before had occaſion to explain. See p. 85. 
What has been ſaid with reſpeQ to the one will 
hold good with reſpeR to the other, 


Matt. iii. 11. J indeed baptize you with water un- 
to repentance, but one mightier than I cometh, . the 
lalchet of whoſe ſhoes I am not worthy to ſloop down 
and unlooſe, he ſſall baptize you with the Holy Ghoſt. 
«Ts it poſſible,” ſays Mr. Hawker, *that John could 
have expreſſed the divinity of Jeſus in ſtronger 
terms than theſe?” I leave it to the reader to de- 
termine whether he expreſſes it in any terms, All 
he ſays is, that Jeſus Chriſt was mightier than he ; 
and that the latchet of his ſhoes he was not worthy to 
floop down and unlooſe. And this language was 
highly becoming John, even on the ſuppoſition 
that our Lord was ſimply one of the human race. 
Jeſus Chriſt was the Meſſiah, John only the har. 
binger of the Meſſiah ; Jeſus Chriſt wrought a num- 

| | | be r 
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ber of miracles in proof of his divine commiſſion, 
John wrought no miracles; John baptized only 
with water, Jeſus Chriſt was to baptize with the 
holy ſpirit; Jeſus Chriſt was the maſter, the Lord, 
John only the ſervant. It was right therefore that 
his language ſhould be the language of a ſervant. 


John i. go. This is he of whom I ſaid, after me 
cometh a man who is preferred before me : Jor he was 
beſore me. On the ſuppoſition that this is the pro- 
per rendering, it cannot ſurely be pretended, that 
the paſſage proves any thing more, than that our 
Lord pre- exiſted, which, I have before had occa- 
fion to obſerve, he might have done, without be- 
ing God. It concludes nothing, therefore, in ſa- 


vour of the point, which it is Mr, Hawker's aim 
to eſtabliſh. 


Mr. Lindſey's interpretation of the latter clauſe 
of the verſe appears to be the true one. That it 
has no relation to a ſtate of pre-exiſtence, which 
Jeſus Chriſt enjoyed before he was born, ſeems 
evident, becauſe John the Baptiſt is ſpeaking of 
him as a Man only. A Man cometh after me, who 
(which Man) is preferred before me, for he (this wan) 
was before me, or greater (c) than I. This rendering 
alſo is confirmed by the parallel paſſages in the 

| other 


Ce The original word re vor is W uſed in * 
ſenſe, * ee Mott, xx. 27. 
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other evangeliſts, Matt. iii. 11. Mark i. 7. Luke 
iii. 16. There cometh one after me miglilier than J. 


But, ſays Mr. Hawker, “If we are to ſuppoſe 
that the baptiſt, by all he hath ſaid concerning 
Chriſt, intended only to imply that Chriſt was 
greater as a prophet than he, it next behoves Mr. 
Lindſey to ſhew how this is to be reconciled with 
our Lord's account of John, when he declares, 
Matt. xi. 11, that among them that are born of wo- 
men there hath not riſen, a greater than John the Bap- 
tiſt.“ (d) To this it may be anſwered, that our 
Lord in this declaration muſt ſurely have meant 
to have excepted himſelf, being moſt certainly, as 
well as John, born of a woman, and I ſhould ima- 
gine, on trinitarian principles, with reſpe& to his 
human nature only, much ſuperior to John. That 
he did except himſelf, and alſo others, is evident 
from the ſubſequent clauſe, which Mr. Hawker 
has not quoted; nevertheleſs he that is leaſt in the 
kingdom of heaven is greater than he ; not, ſays Dr. 
Whitby, „the meaneſt chriſtian, but the meaneſt 
evangelical prophet or preacher of the chriſtian 
dotrine is greater than he.” (e) If then the 
meaneſt prophet in the kingdom of Chriſt is de- 
clared to be greater than John the Baptiſt, how 
vaſtly ſuperior muſt our Saviour himſelf have been 
£- - who 


(4) P. bl. note. Ci Dr. Whitby in loc. 
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who is appointed by God the head of this king- 
dom! 


There ſeems then to be no reaſon to conclude 
from either of the above paſſages, that John bare 
any teſtimony to the deity of Jeſus Chriſt, The 
moſt that he declares concerning him is, that he 
was the Son of God, i. e. the Meſſtah, and as ſuch 
lis chief and his Lord. 


From the teſtimony of John the baptiſt Mr. 
Hawker proceeds to that of Peter; and the firſt 
inſtance he produces of Peter's perſuaſion of our 
Lord's divinity is, his attempt, at the command 
of Jeſus, to walk upon the water; which he ſays 
plainly implied an unbounded confidence in the 
power of Chriſt. /) And this it might imply, but 
it did not imply a belief that he was God. The 
true idea he had formed of the miracles of Jeſus 
we may colleA from his own declaration on 
a very important occaſion, on the day of Pente- 
coſt, when he appears to have been under the im- 
mediate inſpiration of the holy ſpirit. As ii. 22. 
Ye men of Iſrael, hear theſe words; Jeſus of Nazareth, 
@ man approved of God among you, by miracles and 
wonders and figns, not which he did himſelf, in 
conſequence of any natural, inherent power of his 


own 


(f) P. 26g. 
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own, but, which God did by him in the midſt of you, 
as ye yourſelves alſo know. See alſo a ſimilar teſti- 
mony, at the time he preached the goſpel to Cor- 
nelius and his friends, AQts x. g8. I may like» 
wiſe refer to the account already given of our 
Lord's miracles in our eighth chapter. 

The next inſtance Mr. Hawker produces as in- 
dicating the ſentiments of Peter, concerning the 
perſon of our ſaviour, is taken from his transfi- 
guration before him, and James, and John on the 
mount. (g) But that this transfiguration did not 
produce any ſuch effect on Peter's mind, as a per- 
ſuaſion of the deity of his maſter, is evident from 
his own declaration in his ſecond epiſtle, in which 
he informs us, that the glory, in which Chriſt ap- 
peared, was a glory which he received from the 
Father. 11. Pet. i. 17. For he ( Jeſus Chriſt) 
RECEIVED FROM GobD Tus FATHER honour and 
glory, Sc. Their proſtration of themſelves to 
the earth does not appear, from the hiſtory of 
this ſolemn tranſaQtion, to have been an add of 
religious worſhip paid to Chriſt, but the effet 


of the voice which they heard from God. See 
Matt. xvii. 6. 


The next inſtance is taken from the behaviour of 
Peter 


(4) P. #70, 
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Peter at the miraculous draught of fiſhes, Luke v. 
8. When Simon Peter ſaw it, he ſeil down at Jefus's 
knees, ſaying, Depart from me, for I am a ſinſul man, 
O Lord, But it might in the ſame manner be 
proved, that the widow of Zarephath imagined the 
prophet Elijah to be poſſeſſed of a ſuperior nature, 
for on the death of her fon ſhe made uſe of a ſimi- 
lar exclamation, I. Kings xvii. 18. What have I 
to do with thee, O thou man of God? art thou come 
unlo me to call my fin to remembrance, and ae 


a | 


: Mr. Hawker conceives that the above paſſages 
« afford very ſtrong arguments to the perſuaſion, 
that Peter, as well as the other apoſtles, occafionally 
conſidered their bleſſed maſter under a charadter 
very different from that of a mere man.” He ſays, 
«are we not to look for their fixed opinion on the 
great queſtion of his divinity, until the deſcent of 
the Holy Ghoſt ;” after which, he is of opinion, 
they bear upon every occaſion, as far as was con- 
ſiſtent with the leading object of their commiſſion, 
full atteſtation to the divinity of their maſter. ( 


The following are the paſſages he has brought for- 
ward in proof of this opinion. 


d. i. 24. Whom God hath rail ug heving 
looſed 


| 6 47 P. 273—276, 
bal 
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looſed the pains of death ; becauſe it was not poſſible 
that he fhould be holden of it. Aſter binting from 
theſe words, as Dr. Horſley has done before him, 
that our Lord's reſurrettion was accompliſhed by a 
phyſical neceſſity, Mr. Hawker adds, If theſe 
terms do not imply the apoſtle's perſuaſion of the 
divine nature of our Lord, I am at a loſs to com- 
prehend any meaning in them.” (i) Since it is 
probable that the generality of my readers have 
not ſeen Dr. Prieſtley's reply to Dr. Horſley 
on this point, I will give it to them at length. 
« As we read that it is impoſſible for God to lie, it 
may be ſaid that as God had ſoretold the reſur- 
reQtion of Chriſt, it was impoſſible but that it muſt 
take place. As to a proper natural impoſſibility, 
the fa is clearly againſt you; for if it had been 
naturally impoſſible for him to be holden of death, 
it muſt certainly have been naturally impoſſible for 
him to have died at all; and if death could hold 
him three days, it might for any thing which ap- 
pears in nature, have held him for ever, if the di- 
vine power, a power foreign to himſelf, had not 
| interpoſed. Accordingly we read, not that he 
raiſed himſelf, but that God raiſed him from the 
dead: (k) Uſe, no doubt, will recuncile the minds of 

* men 


i) P. 279. 

(k) We are aſſured of this in the very paſſage under con- 
ſideration, and that if the life of Jeſus was not left in the 
grave, and his body did not ſee corruption, it was becauſe 
God would not ſuffer it, | 
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men to ſtrange conceptions of things and ſtrange 
language; or I ſhould wonder that you ſhould not 
be ſhocked at the idea of God's dying. For when 
you ſpeak of the natural impoſſibility of Chriſt's 
being bolden of death, you muſt certainly have 
an idea of ſomething more than the death of his 


body.” (I) 


Mr. Hawker continues, The Apoſtle, in the 
concluſion of his ſermon, deſcribes the Redeemer 
under ſuch expreſſions as carry with them the 
moſt ſatisfactory proofs how ſtrongly impreſſed 
his mind muſt have been with the belief of the ſu- 
perior nature of our Lord.” Therefore (ſays he) 
let all the houſe of Iſrael know aſſuredly, that Gov 1 a'ru 
MADE that ſame Jeſus, whom ye have cruciſied, both 
Lord and Chriſt.” Surely Mr. Hawker's charge 
againſt the Unitarians, for aſſerting things in the 
face of ſcripture, (m) may here very fairly be re- 
torted againſt -himſelf, The apoſtle Peter ſays, 
that if Jeſus be Lord and Chriſt, it is becauſe he 
is made ſo by God ; and yet Mr. Hawker obſerves, 
«* that theſe expreſſions carry with them the moſt 
ſatisfaftory proofs how ſtrongly his mind muſt have 


been impreſſed with a belief of our Lord's RR 
nature,” 


AQts 


WH Dr. Prieſtley's Letters to Dr. Horſley, Part ii, p. 111. 
(m) P. 141. 
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Akts iii. 14. 18. But ye denied the holy one and 
the juſt (more properly that holy and juſt uA) 
and killed the prince of (more properly guide to) life, 
whom God hath raiſed from the dead. Here, ſays 
Mr. Hawker, © Peter names our Lord by ſuch 
titles as would be the higheſt impiety, if applied 
to any created being.” If ſo then I may anſwer, 
Peter was guilty of this impiety ; for he moſt cer - 
tainly has applied them to a created being, even 
to one who was K1LLED, and whom God raiſed. 
from the dead. Whether Peter is guilty of im- 
piety, or our author in this inſtance miſtaken, I 
leave to my reader to determine. 


From the teſtimony of Peter, Mr. Hawker pro- 
ceeds to that of John. The only quotations which 
in this place he makes from his . are the 
following, 


Rev. i. 5. 6. Unto him that hath loved us, and 
waſhed us ſrom our fins in his own blood, and hath 
made us kings and prieſts unto God and his Father; to 
ſum be glory and dominion for ever and ever. Amen. 
But the aſcription. of glory and dominion which 
is here given to Chriſt, does not imply that he is 
God: ſo far from it, that it is given to him as a 
man, as a perſon who had waſhed us from our ſins 
in 418 OWN+ BLOOD, and made us kings and prieſts 

unto 
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unto God, Neither will it juſtify us in offering 
up religious worſhip to Jeſus Chriſt, or in ad- 
dreſſing ourſelves to him in our prayers. It is 
nothing more than an expreſſion of love, grati- 
tude, and praiſe, to which he wilt continue for 
ever to be moſt deſervedly entitted, on account 
of the important bleſſings which he has been the 
means of ſecuring to us. It may allo be added, 
that it is not certain the preſent reading is the true 
one, as one ancient manulcript reads the paſſage 
thus; And from FJejus Chriſt (who is the faithful 
witneſs, and the ſirſt begotlen of the dead, and, the 
prince of the kings of the earth) who loved us, &c ; 
in which caſe the doxology will belong io God his 
Father. | 5 


Rev. i. 1 J en Ala and Omega,” This paſ: 
ſage has heen already conſidered, See p. 101. 


. Rev4i. 17. And when Tſaw him, I ſell at his feet 
as dead, Not, as Mr. Hawker imagines, becauſe 
the apoſtle ſuppoſed bim to be God; for he him» 
ſelf declares, ver. 13, that the perſon he ſaw was 
like unto the so 0x An, But even on the ſup- 
poſition. that John had any idea of the divinity of 
his maſter, conſidering the following repeated 
aſlurances which, a little time | after, our 
Lord himſelf gave him to the contrary, he could 


not 
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not but be convinced of his miſtake, * Him thay 
overcometh will I make a pillar in the temple of wy 
Gop, and he ſhall go no more out; and I will write 
upon him the name of wv Gov, and the name of the 
cily of my Gor, which is ntw Jeruſalem, which 


cometh down out of heaven from wy Gop. Rev. 
iii. 12. 


It is not then, as Mr. Hawker infinuates, (n) 
on our ſide of the queſtion that palpable contra- 
dittions muſt be admitted. It is not the Unitarian 
who impeaches the veracity of the holy penmen. 
It is not the Unitarian who brings any heavy ac- 
cuſations againſt the faviour of the world, for ſuf- 
fering his apoſtles to make, ſuch repreſentations of 
him, as mult infallibly lead into error the faith of 
mankind. Neither does he, by the ſyſtem he has 
eſpouſed, turn the blefling promiſed in the book 
of the Revclations, to him that readeth the words 
of this book, and kerpeth the things which are written 
therein into à curſe. No, far, very far are we 
from meriting all this obloquy. It appears to us 
that ours is the only ſcheme which makes the 
ſcriptures conſiſtent with themſelves. We are Uni- 
tarians only, becauſe we imagine that our Lord 
and his apoſtles were ſo before us, becauſe our 


Lord and his apoſtles uniformly declare, that God 
k : is 


{m) P. 289. 
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is one ſingle indiviſible perſon, and that he is as 
much the Gop of 7eſus Chriſt, as he is of every 
chriſtian. By bearing our teſtimony to this moſt 
important truth, inſtead of injuring the religion of 
Jeſus, we are perſuaded we are doing it an eſſent- 
ial ſervice, that we are vindicating it from abſurdi- 
ties and contradiftions, which have long obſtruct- 
ed its progreſs in the world. I ſhould hope from 
the candour Mr. Hawker has diſcovered in other 
parts of his ſermons, that, in his cooler mo- 
ments, he will be ſorry he has caſt ſuch refleQtions 
upon a ſet of men, who are equally deſirous with 
himſelf to promote the cauſe of divine truth, and 
who, at leaſt, have taken equal pains to attain to 


the knowledge of it. 


g 


The next teſtimony which Mr. Hawker conſiders 
is that of Thomas, John xx. 28. And Thomas an- 
ſwered and ſaid unto him, My Lon p, and my God! 
I will reply to what he has obſerved upon this 
paſſage, in the words of Dr. Whitby. That it 
cannot be inferred from theſe words that Jeſus 
Chriſt is God, will appear from this conſideration, 
that the faith of St. Thomas, was only this, that je- 
ſus was really riſen from the dead. For when the 
apoſtles had told him, they had ſeen the Lord ; he 
anſwers, That except I ſhall ſee in his hands the print 
of the nails, and thruſt my hand into his fide, I will 
not believe (it.) Then Chriſt coming a ſecond time, 
| ſaith 
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ſaith unto him, Reach hither thy finger, and behold 
my hands; and reach hither thy hand, and thruſt it 
into my fide, and be not faithleſs but believing, (viz.) 
that I am riſen. Our ſaviour then ſaith, Thomas, becauſe 
thou haſt ſcen me, thou haſt believed; which ſhews that 
he could believe only what he had ſeen, to wit, 
that the ſame body was raiſed, which had been 
crucihed ; neither had he ſeen, nor could he ſee + 
with his bodily eyes, that he who was thus raiſed, 
was his Lord and his God. Theſe words there- 
fore, My Lord, and my God, may have this im- 
port; My Lord, and my God has done this : and ſo 
they exattly agree with the faith of the apoſtles, 
ſaying, the God of our fathers raiſed up Jeſus, whom 
ye ſlew, and hanged on a tree, AQts v. go. See Ads 
ii. 24. Adds iii. 15. iv. 10. and xiii, go. Or thus, 
My Lord, and my God ! how great is thy power; 
for, ſaith St. Paul, God exerted the greatneſs of his 
power, and the aftivity of his might, in raiſing our 
Lord Jeſus from the dead, Eph. i. 19, 20. But 
whether this be the true import of St. Thomas's 
words or no, certain it is, that it cannot be proved, 
that he did intend by them to ſignify that he own- 
ed Jeſus Chriſt as his Lord and his God, Firft, be- 
cauſe he was bred up in the Jeuiſſi faith, which 
taught him that the Lord his God, the God of 
Iſrael, was one Lord, and that there was no other 
than he: and, Secondly, it would have contradifted 
the faith of Chriſt himſelf, who aſter his reſur- 
| rettion 
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reftion ſpeaks to his diſciples thus : I o/cend to my 
Father and to your Father, and to my God and your 
God, John xx. 17.” (n) 


With reſpedt to our Lord's miraculous entrance 
into the room where his diſciples were aſſembled, 
when the door was ſhut, I agree with Mr. Hawker, 
that * jt was contrary to all the known properties 
of -phyſics,” as every miracle neceſſarily mult be. 
Who was the immediate author of this, as well as 
all the other miracles of Jeſus Chriſt, has been 
ſhown in the eighth chapter. 


From the teſtimony of Thomas, Mr. Hawker 
proceeds to that of Stephen; and in the firſt place 
he aſks, * What could be the blaſphemy againſt 
God, with which Stephen was charged, Adds vi- 
11, as a learned writer (the Biſhop of St. David's) 
hath very pertinently queſtioned ? What was there 
in the doarine of the apoſtles which could poſſibly 
bear this conftruftion, except that of aſcribing di- 
vinity to our bleſſed Saviour?” I cannot better 
reply to this queſtion than in the words of Dr. 
Prieftley. “I might ſuggeſt,” ſays he, © that to a 
Jew, blaſphemy againſt Moſes, by whom God 
ipake, would naturally be conſidered as blaſphemy 
againſt the God by whom he ſpake ; on the ſame 


, | principle 


(n Dr. Whitby's Laſt Thoughts, P. 77. 78, ad. Edition. 
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principle as our ſaviour ſays, Matt. x. 40. He tat 
recerveth you, receive me ; and he that recerveth me, 
recerveth him that ſent me. Beſides, we are ex- 
preſly told what was the blaſphemy with which 
Stephen was charged, Acts vi. 11. viz. againſt 
Moſes and againſt God, againſt this holy place and the 
law ; and this is fully explained as follows, v. 14. 
For we have heard him ſay, that this Feſus of Naza- 
reth ſhall deſtroy this place, and change the cuſtoms 
which Moſes delivered us. This was the whole of 
the accuſation, very clearly ſtated, and where do 
you find any thing ſaid concerning the deity of 
Chriſt?” (0) 


Concerning Stephen's addreſs to Jeſus Chriſt, 
Ads vii. 59, it may be obſerved that the word 
God is not in the original. The true rendering is, 
they ſtoned Stephen invoking, and ſaying, Lord Jeſus ' 
receive my ſpirit. The circumſtances of Stephen 
were peculiar. He had juſt before been favour- 
ed with a ſight of his maſter, fitting at the right 
hand of God; and it was in conſequence of the 
impreſſion the viſion had made upon his mind, that 
he addreſſed himſelf to him. His conduRt, there- 
fore, in this inſtance can be no precedent for us. 

U That 


ſe Dr. Prieſtley's Letters to Dr. Horſley, Part ii. 
p-. 110. 11. 
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That he did not addreſs himſelf to him as God, 
is evident from the following conſiderations. 


1. He himſelf declares, ver. g2, that of Jeſus 
Chriſt, whom he calls the juſt one, (which Mr. Haw- 
ker ſtiles the well known charater of deity,) the 
-Jews had been the betrayers and murderers,. 


2. He aſſerts that the perſon, whom he ſaw 


when the heavens were opened, was the son or 
MAN, , 


3- He affirms that the ſon of man, the perſon 
whom he ſaw, was ſtanding at the right hand of God. 
If, therefore, we ſuppoſe with Mr. Hawker, that 
Stephen addreſſed Jeſus as God, we muſt ſuppoſe 
either that Jeſus ſat at the right hand of himſelf, 


or that there are two Gods, one of whom ſat at the 
right hand of the other. 


The laſt teſtimony which Mr. Hawker conſiders 
is that of the apoſtle Paul, The following are the 


paſſages which in this place he produces from his 
writings. 


1 Tim. iii. 16. God was maniſeſt in the fleſh, 
See p. 109. 110. 


Col. ii. 9. In him dwelleth all the fulneſs of 
the 
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the Godhead bodily. That the apoſtle did not mean 
by this paſſage to bear teſtimony to the deity of 
Jeſus Chriſt, is evident from his applying ſimilar 
language to the Chriſtians at Epheſus. For this 
cauſe, ſays he, I bow my knees unto the Father of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt—that ye may be filled with all the 
fulneſs of God. See Eph. iii. 14—19. 


Adds ix. 6. Lord what wilt thou have me to do ? 
and the Lord ſaid unto him, Ariſe, and go into the city, 
and it ſhall be told thee what thou ſhalt do. This ad- 
dreſs Mr. Hawker mentions as one of the prayers 
which Paul offered up perſonally to Chriſt; © which” 
he obſerves, can upon no conſideration what- 
ever be explained, but upon the belief that the 
apoſtle had a full perſuaſion of the deity of our 
Lord.” /o) In fat, however, it is nothing more than 
a queſtion which the apoſtle propoſes to Chriſt, at 
the time he was converſing with him in a viſion, 


II Cor. xii. 8. For this thing I beſought the 
Lorp thrice, that it might depart from me. The 
perſon, to whom Paul here addrefles himſelf, could 
be no other than God the Father, to whom alone, 
agreeably to the principles of the Jewiſh law, and 

to the inſtructions and example of Chriſt, be had 
always been accuſtomed to direct his prayers. Mr. 
Lindſey is of opinion that * the apoſtle, at this 
time, had in his thoughts, and imitated our Lord's 
| prayer 


(9) P. 307. 
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1 in the garden, the night before his ſuffer- 
ngs, when he pray ed three times to God, that if 
it pleaſed him, the cup of affiiAion might paſs a- 
way from him, without his drinking it.” He ob- 
ſerves alſo, that Dr. Hammond thus paraphraſes 
the words, “and I earneſtly prayed unto God to be 
delivered from it,” ( Perhaps the apoſtle might un- 
derſtand the anſwer which he received, as refer- 
ring to the ſupport, the goſpel, which was the 
gift of Cod by Jeſus Chriſt, (and which in other 
places, as well as in this, is called „ v0 bin, the 
power of God) was calculated to afford him. 
And therefore he very naturally breaks out into 
the following exclamation ; Moſt gladly therefore 
will I rather glory in my infirmities, that the power of 
Chriſt, i. e. of the goſpel of Chriſt (q) may reſt upon 
me ; ſimilar to what he ſays Phil. iv. 13. I can do 
all things through Chr iſt, i. e. the Coſpel of Chrift, 
which ſlrengtheneth me. 


I. Cor. i. 2. To all that in every place call upoy 
the name of Jeſus Chriſt. The words may be ren- 
dered vith greater propriety, To all that in every 

Place 


% Mr. Lindſey's Apology, p. 247. 


(4) It has been already proved, p. 101. 102, that the 
word Chriſt is frequently uſed in this ſenſe, in the writings 
of the apoſtle Paul. Another inſtance occurs in the ſecond 


verle of this chapter. 
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Place are called by the name of Jeſus Chriſt, i. e. 
to all who are chriſtians. The ſame may be ob- 
ſexved of Ads ix, 14. 21, 


The apoſtle's greetings at the beginning of his 
epiltles, and his benedictions at the end of them, 
are not to be conſidered as prayers, but only as pi- 
ous wiſhes. This is evident from Rev. i. 4. 5. 
Grace be to you and peace from him which is and which 
was and which is to come, and from the ſeven ſpirits 
which are before the throne, and from Jeſus Chriſt, 
And I Cor. xvi. 24, after wiſhing them the fa- 
vour of the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the apoſtle adds, 


My love be with you ail, in Qriſt Jeſus. 


| I have now examined all Mr. Hawker's argu- 
ments, and I truſt it will appear to the unprejudiced 
reader, that more than one half of the paſlages be 
has produced from ſcripture, in favour of the 
doarine for which he contends, are proofs of the 
contrary, and that the reſt will admit of an eaſy 
interpretation, on unitarian principles. That the 
trinitarian interpretation cannot poſſibly be the true 
one, will, I hope, be made fully to appear in the 
ſubſequent chapter. 


CHAPTER 
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CHAPTER XIII. 


Of the Arguments from Scripture againſt the Doctrine 
/ our Lord's Deity. 


* 


N the ſecond chapter of this work, I attempted 
to eſtabliſh theſe three points, that there is but 
one God, that God is one perſon, and that this 
perſon is the Father. If this be the true doarine 
of the holy ſcriptures, the doftrine of the trinity 
muſt be falſe; (r) there are, there can be no ſuch 
perſons as God the Son, or God the Holy Ghoſt. 
But the ſcriptures furniſh us with a variety of 
| other 


(+) The only paſlage zin our Teſtament, which with 

any plauſibility can be urged in favour of the doctrine of the 
trinity, is 1 John, v. 7. For there are three that bear record 
(in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt, and 
theſe three are one. And there are three that bear witneſs 
in earth) the ſpirit, and the water, and the blood : and theſe 
three agree in one. But the words included in the parentheſis 
are ſpurious, as has been fully proved by many able writers, 
Many learned Trinitarians have acknowledged them to be ſo; 
and among the reſt Grieſbach, who has left them out of his 
edition of the Greek Teſtament, The reader who wiſhes 
for farther ſatisfaftion, will find it in Mr. Emlyn's En- 
quiry into this text, and in the controverſy between Arch- 
deacon Travis and Mr. Porſon, 
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other arguments equally deciſive againſt the deity 
of Jeſus Chriſt, the chief of which I will now 
mention. 


1. Jeſus Chriſt is diſtinguiſhed from God, and 
is oppoſed to him throughout the ſcriptures, Were 
I to collect all the paſſages which occur in which 
this is the caſe, I ſhould be obliged to quote more 
than one half of the New Teſtament, I will con- 
tent myſelf with a few. Matt. xvi. 27. The Son 
of man ſhall come in the glory of his Father, Matt. 
xx. 23. To fit on my right hand, and on my leſt, is 
not mine to give, but it ſhall be given to them for 
whom it is prepared of my Father. Luke i. 32. The 
Lonp God fhall give unto him (Jeſus Chriſt) the 
throne of his father. Luke xxii. 8g, And 1 ap- 
point unto you a kingdom, as my Father hath appoint- 
ed unto me. John vi. 27. For him (Jeſus Chriſt) 
hath God the Father ſealed. John xiv. g1. As the 
Father gave me commandment, ſo 1 do. II Cor. 
iv. 14. He which raiſed up the Lord Jeſus, ſhall 
raiſe us up alſo by Jeſus. I Tim. v. 21. 1 
charge thee before God, and the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
and the ele& angels, that thou obſerve theſe things. 
Heb. xii. 23. 24. And to God the judge of all, and 
to the ſpirits of juſt men made perſeft, and to Jeſus 
the mediator of the new covenant. In all theſe paſ- 
ſages it is very evident that Jeſus Chriſt is diſtin- 
guiſhed from God, in the ſame manner in which 


other 
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other perſons are. If, therefore, he himſelf be 
God, it will follow, either that he is that very 
God from whom he is diſtinguiſhed, which is ab- 
ſurd and impoſlible ; or that there are two diſtin 
Gods, which is a doctrine contrary to 2 uniſorm 
declarations of ſcripture, 


2. Jeſus Chriſt is called the Son of God, the Son 
of the living God, the Son of the moſt high God. It 
follows therefore, if he himſelf be God, either that 
he is his own father, or that there are two living 


and moſt high Gods, one of whom is the Father 
of the other, 


3. Jeſus Chriſt ſolemnly declares that his Father 
is the only true God. John xvii. g. And this (ſaid 
he in prayer to his Father,) is liſe eternal, that they 
might know thee the only true God. If, there- 
fore, we ſay that Jeſus Chriſt is God, we make 
him to be guilty of a falſehood ; for in this caſe he 
acknowledged his Father to be the only true God, 
at the time he himſelf was the true God, as well 
as his Father. Jeſus Chriſt therefore is not God 
according to his own declaration. 


4. Jeſus Chriſt, and alſo his apoſtles declare that 
THE FATHER is n1s Gop. The following are the 
paſſages in which Jeſus Chriſt aſſerts it. Matt. xxvii. 
46. My Gop, wy Gop, why haſt thou forſaken 

| me ? 
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me? John xx. 17. Go to my brethren, and ſay unto 
them, I aſcend to my Father and your Father, to wy 
Gop and your God. Rev. iii. 12, Him that over- 
cometh will I make a pillar in the temple of wy Gov, 
end he ſhall go no more out, and I will write upon him 
the name of my Gop, and the name of the city of wit 
Gop, which is the new Jeruſalem, which cometh down 
from heaven from wy Gov. From theſe paſſages 
it follows, if. Jeſus be God, either that he is his 
own father, or that there are two different Gods, 
one of whom is the God of the other. Trinitarians 
attempt to obviate the difficulty, by ſaying that in 
theſe inſtances our Lord ſpake only of his human 
nature. But to this it may be apſwered; 1. That 
the New Teſtament gives us not the leaſt reaſon to 
ſuppoſe that the perſon of our Lord conſiſted of 
two natures, but aſſerts the contrary. 2. Our 
Lord, in thele declarations, makes uſe of the per- 
ſonal pronouns, and therefore muſt refer to his 
whole perſon. If he meant that God was the God 
of his human nature only, he would not have ſaid, 
I aſcend to wy Father and your Father, to my God 
and your God; for in that caſe, God would not have 
been #1s God, but the God only of part of him. 
He would rather have ſaid, Go to the brethren of 
my human nature, and ſay unto them, 1T aſcends to 
iTs Father and your Father, to 1Ts God and your 
God, But allowing that the perſon of Chriſt did 
X conſiſt 
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conſiſt of two natures, and that in theſe inſtances 
he referred only to his human nature, it will even 
then follow, that Jeſus was his own God, that he 
conſiſted of two parts, one of which was the God 
of the other, and that one part of a perſon aſcend- 
ed up to heaven to his other part. 


The following ate the paſſages in which the 
apoſtles call the Father, the Gov of Jeſus Chrifh. 
II Cor, xi, 31. The Gop of our Lord Feſus Chriſt, 
who is bleſſed for evermore, knoweth that I lie not. 
Eph. i. g. Bleſſed be the Gop and Father of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt. See alſo Rom. xv. 6, II Cor. 
1. 3, Rev. 1.6; which may be ſo rendered. 
Eph. i. 16. 19. J ceaſe not to give thanks for you, 
making mention of you in my prayers ; that the Gop 
| of our Lord Fefus Chrift, the Faller of glory, may 
give unto you the ſpirit of wiſdom. I Peter, i. g. 
Bleſſed be the Gor and Father of our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, See alſo Heb. i. 9. Trinitarians attempt 
to explain theſe paſſages in the ſame manner that 
they explain the preceding ones, by ſaying that 
the apoſtles ſpeak only of our Lord's human na- 
ture. This ſuppoſition, bowever, does not appear 
at all to help them. The apoſtles expreſsly aſſert, 
that God is the Gop of Jeſus Chriſt ; but if he be 
the God of his human nature only, he is not the 
God of Jeſus Chriſt, but the God only of part of 

him. 


ay 
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him. That Jeſus Chriſt is mentioned in all theſe 
places as a perſon, is as evident as that Abraham 
is mentioned as a perſon, 'in thoſe places where 
God is called the God of Abraham. God therefore 
muſt be the God of his whole perſon. 


5- Our Lord himſelf, and alſo his apoſtles, re- 
fer his exiſtence, his miracles, his doQrine, and 
all his powers to God, as their author. John vi. 67. 
As the lruing Father hath ſent me, and I LIVE BY 
THE FaruzR. II Cor. xiii. 4. For though he 
(Jeſus Chriſt) was crucified through weakneſs, ns 
LIVETH BY THE POWER OF Cob. Matt. xxviii. 
18. All power is given unto me in heaven and in 
earth, John iii. 35. The Father loveth the Son and 
hath given, all things into his hands. One would 
imagine that if our Lord were really poſſeſſed of 
two natures, and that he ever ſpake in his divine 
nature only, it would be in thoſe paſſages where 
he is emphatically ſtiled Tyz son; and yet as 
THE $0N all things are here ſaid to be 61ven into 
his hands. John v. go. I can of mine own elf 
do nothing. John xi. 22, Martha ſays to Jeſus, 7 
know that even now whatſoever thou wilt aſk of God, 
God will give it thee. John xii. 49. For I have 
not ſpoken of myſelf, but the Father which ſent me, 
he gave me a commandment what 1 ſhould ſay and 
what I ſhowd ſpeak. John xvii. 7. Now they have 
known that all things whatſoever thou haſt given me 
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are of thee. Ads x. 38. God anointed Jefus of 
Nazareth with the holy ghoſt and with power, Eph. i. 
22. And (God) hath prut all things under his feet, 
and given him to be the head over all things to the 
church. Heb. i. 3. Whom he (God) hath appoint- 
ed heir of all things. Rev. i. 1. The revelation of 
Jeſus Chriſt which God gave unto him. Theſe are 
a few only of the paſſages in which our Lord is de- 
clared to be dependent upon God his Father, for 
his exiſtence and all his powers. It is, I think, 

impoſſible for any man, who pays a proper atten- 
tion to them, to avoid the concluſion that Jeſus 
Chriſt is not God; for if he be, he himſelf and 
alſo his apoſtles, would not, as is uniformly 
the caſe, have referred every thing he taught, 
and did, and poſſeſſed, to God the Father, as its 
author; but to his own divine nature, which Tri- 
nitarians call God the Son, a phraſe, however, 
which is not once to be met with in the ſerip- 
tures. o DES Fri. 13464 


6. Jeſus Chriſt is ſtiled the ſervant of God, is de» 
clared to be ſent by him, and is called his gift- 
Ifai. xl. 1. Behold my ſervant whom I uphold ; 
which prophecy is applied by Matthew to Jeſus 
Chriſt. See Matt. xii. 18. Iſai. lii. 13. Behold 
my ſervant fall deal prudently. Ifai. liii. 11. By 
has knowledge ſhall my righteous ſervant juſtify many. 
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See alſo Acts iii. 13. &c; where the greek word 
5 may be rendered /ervant, inſtead of child or jon. 
John iii. 16. God gave his only begotten Son, Sr. 
John iv. 10. / thou kneweſt the gift of God, and 
who it was that ſaid unto thee give me to drink. John 
v. 23. He that honoureſh not the Son, honoureth not 
the Father which hath ſent him. I ſohn iv. 16. 
And we have ſern, and do teſtify, that the Father ſent 
the Son 70 be the Saviour of the world. It may here 
be aſked was God the ſervant -of himſelf? Did 
God ſend himſelf? Was God the gift of himſelf? 
And yet it ſeems impoſſible to avoid theſe conclu- 
ſions, if we ſay that Jeſus Chrilt is God, 


4 

7. Jeſus Chriſt, and alſo his apoſtles declare, in 
the moſt expreſs terms, that his Father is ſuperior 
to him. John x. a9. My Father which gave them 
me is greater than all. John xiv. 28. / ye loved 
me, ye would rejoice becauſe I ſaid I go unto the Fa- 
ther, for my Father is greater than J. ) I Cor. 
| in. 


6 Mr. Hawker profeſſes to be of opinion, that in this 
paſſage, © our bleſſed Lord meant exattly 'as the words ex- 
preſs; and that there is a precedence in the Father, ſuch as 
the priority earthly parents may be ſuppoſed to poſleſs, tho? 
at the ſame time the moſt perfett equality of nature remains. 
But then it will neceſſarily follow, that there are two diſtin 
Gods, one of whom had the precedence of the other, That 
theſe two Gods ſhould make Lut ons God, is ſomething more 


than 
P. $76. note, 
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iii. 23- Ye are Chriſt's and Chriſt is Gov's. 1 Cor. 
xi. g. Thx u AD of Chriſt is Gop., I Cor. xv, 
27. 28. But when he ſaith all things are put under 
him, it is mani/eſt that uE is excepted which did put 
all things under im. And when all things ſhall be 
ſubdued unto him, then ſhall the Son alſo himſelf be ſub- 
jeff unto n1M4 that put all things under him, that Gov 
may be all in all. Such plain paſſages as theſe re- 

quire 


than what Mr. Hawker calls an inexplicable myſtery ; it is in 
its very nature a downright contradiftion. As to Mr. Haw- 
ker's aſſertion that the paſſage ** is wholly unaccountable on 
the unitarian principles of Chriſt's being but a mere man,” 
it may be anſwered, not more ſo than his declaration, John 
x. 29, My Father which is in heaven is greater than all, If 
our Lord did not trifle with words, in ſaying that his Father 
was greater than others, neither can he be charged with tri- 
fling with words, for ſaying that his Father was greater than 
himſelf. It appears to me, that our Lord's real intention in 
making this declaration, was to comfort his diſciples with 
the afſurance that the power of his Father would be exerted 
in ſupport of chriſtianity, in a much greater degree, after he 
had left them, than it had been before; agreeably to what he 
had laid John xiv. 12, He that belicuethi on me the works that I 
do, Mall he do alſo, and greater works than theſe fhall he do, be- 
cauſe 1 go to my Father. This was a good reaſon for their re- 
Joicing, inſtead of grieving at the idea of his departure» · 
Nor could they teſtify their love of him better, than by te- 
Hicing, becauſe by theſe means they would prove that they 
had a real concern for the important cauſe in which he was 
engaged ; and the ſucceſs of which had proved itſelf, of all 

«ther things, to be neareſt to his heart, 


* 
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quire no comment. The dottrine of our Lord's 


| deity could not well be contradicted in ſtronger 
terms, 


8. Jeſus Chriſt informed his diſciples, that after 
his aſcenſion, they were not to offer up to him 
any of their petitions. John xvi. 23. In that day 
ye ſhall aſk me nothing, but whatſoever ye ſhall aſk the 
Father in my name he will give it you. Hitherto he had 
been preſent with his diſciples, and they had had 
recourſe to him for aſſiſtance and inſtruktion, as 
one friend has recourſe to another able to aſſiſt 
him. Thus perceiving that he was enabled by the 
power of God to perform miracles, they awoke 
him at the time they were in danger of being ſhip- 
wrecked,. ſaying, Lord ſave us or we periſh. See 
Matt. viii. 25. But now he acquaints them, that af- 
ter he was taken from them, they were not to ap- 
ply to him for any thing, but to offer up all their 


petitions to the Father in his name, or as has diſci- 
ples. 


9. Jeſus Chriſt himſelf prayed to God. I will 
mentidy a few of the moſt {triking inſtances. Luke 
vi. 12. And it came to paſi in thoſe days that he went 
out into a mountain to pray, and continued all night in 
prayer to God. Luke xxii. 41. 44. And he 
kneeled down and prayed, and there appeared an angel 
to him from heaven, ſtrengthening him. And being in 

an 
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an agony, he prayed more earneſtly, and his ſweat was 
4 it were great drops of blood falling down to the 
ground. The writer of the epiltle to the Hebrews, 
referring to this alfeQting ſcene, ſays, that in the 
days of has fleſh, when he had offered up prayers and 
ſupplications, with ſtrong crying and tears, unto him 
that was able to ſave him from death, he was heard in 
that he feared. (t Can we really ſuppoſe that the per- 
ſon who is repreſented as praying fo frequently, 
and ſo earneſtly, was himſelf God, and the objeaa 
of prayer. Or if, as Trinitarians ſay, it was only 
the human nature of Jeſus Chriſt which prayed, 
was not his own divine nature capable of affording 
him all the ſupport he needed, without having re- 
courſe to the Father; eſpecially without receiving 
aſhſtance from one of his own angels? Beſides, how 
even on theſe principles can the concluſion be 
avoided, that in all the inſtances which are record- 
ed of his praying to God, he abſolutely prayed to 
himſelf ? 


10. Jeſus Chriſt aſſured his diſciples that he was 
not poſſeſſed of the attribute of omniſcience ; for 
he declared to them that he was ignorant of the day 
of judgment, Mark xiii. 32. But of that day and of 
that hour knoweth no man, no not the angels whach are 
in heaven, neither the Son but the Father. It is a 
poor ſubterfuge to which Trinitarians have re- 
courſe, when they ſay that our Lord knew it in bis 

divine 
* See Heb. 6. 7. 
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divine nature and not in his human; for this is to 
make the ſame perſon to know a thing and not to 
know it, at the ſame time, which is abſolutely im- 
poſſible. The creed of St. Athanaſius, as it is 
commonly called, ſpeaking of this union of natures _ 
in the ſame perſon, has theſe words; © For as the 
reaſonable ſoul and fleſh is one man, ſo God and 
man is one Chriſt,” Now let us ſuppoſe that any 
man was to aſſert that he did not know a thing, at 
the time he actually did know it, meaning that he 
did not know it with reſpett to his body, but only 
with reſpe& to his reaſonable ſoul; would not every 
one charge him with having uttered a moſt groſs 
falſchood ? And yet he might ſay this with as much 
truth as our ſaviour, on the ſuppolition he was 
God, could aſſert that he was ignorant of the 
day of judgment. But as we do not, as we can- 
not ſuppoſe that Jeſus Chriſt was ever guilty of 
falſe hood or equivocation, this fingle paſſage 
only ſhould be ſufficient to convince us that he 
cannot be God. 


11. All the honour and happineſs which Jeſus 
enjoys in heaven, is declared to be given him by 
God. Ads iii. 13. The God of our Fathers hath 
glorified his Son (ſervant) Jeſus. AQts v. gi. Him 
2 exalted with his rigid io be a prince 

and a ſaviour, Eph. i. 19—21. According to ihe 
working of las mighty ” which he wrovght in 
Chriſt. 


170. A DEFENCE OF UNITARIANISM. 


Chriſt when he raiſed him from the dead, and ſet him 
at his own right hand in the heavenly places, ſar above 
all principality, and power, and might, and dominion, 
and every name that 15 named, not only in this world 
but in that which is to come. Phil. ii. 9. Wherefore + 
God alſo hath highly exalted him, and given him a 
name which is above every name ; that at the name of 
Jeſus every knee ſhould bow—and that every tongue 
Should confeſs that Jeſus Chriſt is Lord to the glory of 
God the Father. 


Laſtly, we are informed, that Jeſus Chriſt is to 
raiſe the dead, and to judge the world at the laſt 
day, only in conſequence of God's appoint- 
ment ; which is another certain proof that he him- 
ſelf is not God, John v. 26. 27. The Father hath 
given to the Son to have life in himſeli, and hath given 
him authority to execute judgment, becauſe he is the ſon 
of man. Adds x. 42. And he commanded us to preach 
unto the people, and to teſtify, that it is he which was 
ordained of God to be the judge of quick and dead. 


With arguments ſuch as theſe does the New 
Teſtament abound in every part. What other 
concluſion can be drawn from them than this, that 
Jeſus Chriſt is not God, as the generality of chriſti- 
ans ſo long have ignorantly ſuppoſed him to be; 
but a being diſtin from God, and inferior to 
”— his Son, his 2 his ſervant, and de · 
pendent 
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pendent upon him, in common wich all other 
created beings, for his exiſtence, his power, and 
all that honour and happineſs to which he is now 
exalted? 


CHAPTER XIV. 


Of the Evidence which points out Jeſus Chriſt to have 
been fumply One of the Human Race. 


* generality of the paſſages, which the ad- 
vocates for the doctrine of our Lord's pre- 
exiſtence bring from the New Teſtament in its fa- 
vour, I have had occaſion to examine in the fourth 
chapter. I will now preſent the reader with a 
conciſe view of the evidence by which the con- 
trary opinion is ſupported, viz. that our Lord had 
no exiſtence before he was born ; but that he was 
intirely one of the human race, differing from 
other men in no other reſpetts, but in thoſe divine 
communications, which it pleaſed God to "_— | 
to him, | 


1. The prophecies of the Old 3 re- 
lating to the Meſſiah, . uniformly ſpeak of him as 6 
man, Gen, iii, 15, He is called the ſeed of the wo- 

man 
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man, a phraſe evidently ſynonymous to man. Gen. 
xxii. 18, he is promiſed to Abraham, as one of 
tus deſcendants. In thy ſeed ſhalt all the nations of 
the earth be bleſſed. Deut. xviii. 15; 18, Moſes de- 
ſcribes him to the Iſraelites, as a prophet, who was 
to be one of TuTIIX OWN BKkECHREN, and a man 
like unto him. The Lord thy God will raiſe up unto 
thee a prophet from the midſt of thee, of thy brethren, 
like un/'o me. Plalm cxxxii; 11, David had a pro- 
miſe that the Meſſiah ſhould be of his amy: 

| The Lonp hath ſuorn in truth unto David, he will 
not turn from it. Of the fruit of thy body will ] ſet 
upon thy throne ; which prophecy, by the apoſtle 
Peter, is directly applied to Chriſt, Ads ii. go. 
Knowing that God had ſworn with an oath to him, 
that of the fruit of his loins, according to the fleſh, i. e. 
by natural deſcent, (t) he would raiſe up Chriſt to fit 
upon his throne. Iſaiah ix. 5, He is prediicd by 
the prophet, as a child that was to be born, as @ ſon 
that was to be given. Iſaiah liii, He is deſcribed 
as A MAX throughout. Zech. xiii. 7, he is called 
THz MAN who is God's favourite. See alſo Zech. 
vi. 12, In general, it may be obſerved, that the 
prophets, in ſpeaking of him, make uſe of ſuch 
language, as is evidently charaQeriſtic of a man, 
| r 


(t) P. 205. 
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and of nothing more. (u) It is natural therefore to 


ſuppoſe, that they never conſidered him in any 
other than this light. | Y 


2. The Jews, in conſequence of the uniform 
prediQtions of the Old Teſtament, never expeQed 
their Meſſiah to be any thing more than a man. 
John vii. 42, we find them ſaying, Hath not the 
ſcripture ſaid, that Chriſt cometh of the ſeed of Da- 
vid, and out of the town of Bethlehem, where David” 
was? and John iv. 29, the woman of Samaria 
ſcems to expreſs that it was the general belief, 
that the Meſſiah would be one of the human race; 
Come ſee A MAN who told me all that ever I did: Is 
not this the Chriſt ? Had the expeRations of the Jews 
been different, we ſhould have been able to have 
collected as much from the writings of the New 
Teſtament. Conſidering how much they prided 
themſelves on their being the peculiar favourites of 
heaven, nothing, perhaps, would have gratified 
their vanity more, than the idea of a Meſſiah of 
heavenly origin. But notwithſtanding all the high 
ideas they had formed of him, as a prince and 
mighty conqueror, the idea that he was God, or 
the maker of the world under God, or a being 


{u) For the examination of thoſe paſſages in the prophe- 
gies of the Old Teſtament, which may ſeem to repreſent him 
in a higher light, See the ſixth chapter. 
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who. pre-exiſted, does not appear once to have 
entered any of their minds. 


3. If we read the hiſtory of Jeſus, we find it to 
be the hiſtory of a man. He was born into the 
world as other men are. He acquired ſtrength 
and knowledge by degrees; for it is ſaid of him, 
Luke ii. 52, that ke encreaſed in wiſdam and ſlature; 
a. circumſtance which ſeems impoſſible io account 
for, on the ſuppoſition that he was either God, or 
apre-exiſtent angelic being, who made all things, 
He poſſeſſed alſo all the feelings and affe tlions of 
a man; he was joyful and ſorrowful, he was 
hungry and thirſty,. he ſuffered pain and died. It 
may. alſo. be obſerved, that his temptation, his 
agony in the garden, his exclamation on the croſs, 
and indeed all the ſcenes of his life, are much 
better accounted for, on the ſuppoſition of his be- 
ing a man only. 


4. Our Lord ſpeaks of himſelf uniformly as 4 
man. John viii. 40. But now ye ſeel to hill me, 
A MAN that hath told you the truth. John xv. 24. 
JI had not done among them the works which none 
other man did, they had not had fin. John xv. 13. 
Greater love hath no man than this, that a MAN lay 
down his life for his friend. John xviii. 37. To 

this-end was 1 xorN, that I might bear witneſs to the 
„ 41 1 0 - truth. ' 
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truth, John xx. 17, He calls his diſciples 116 
BRETHREN, and aſſures them that the ſame Al- 
mighty being was their common God and Father. 
Go to wy BRETHREN, and ſay unto them, I aſcend to 
my Father and your Father, to my God and your God. 
It may alſo be obſerved, that so ory Man is the 
title by which he almoſt always diſtinguiſhes bim- 
ſelf, Matt. xvi. 13. Whom do men ſay that I the 
0 OF uA am? John iii. 13. No man hath aſcend* 


ed up to heaven, but the so or Man who came down 
from heaven, Gc. 


5. Jeſus Chriſt was conſidered by his acquaint- 
ance as 4 man, during the whole of his life time. 
John i. go, the baptiſt ſpeaks of him as @ man. 
After me cometh A man, who is preferred before me, 
for he was greater (v) than J. Matt. vill. 27. 
What manner of A MAN is this, that even the winds 

and the ſea obey im? Matt. xxvi. 74. I know not 
THE MAN. Agreeably to this idea, we find that 
his diſciples treated him in every reſpett as a man 
like themſelves, conſidering him only as theit teach- 
er and maſter. Various were the queſtions they 
propoſed to him, ſome of them from motives of 
curioſity, others for the purpoſe of information ; 
but never do we find them propoſing a ſingle queſ- 
tion to him, reſpeing a ſtate of pre-exiſtence 
which he enjoyed before he was born; a circum- 
you? which, conſidering. the inquiſitive turn of 
| mind, 


SCC p. 140, 


mm 


mind, on all occaſions, they diſcovered, cannot 
be accounted for, if they ever imagined him, in 
any of his diſcourſes, to refer to ſuch a ſtate. The 
Jews, it is true, frequently pretended to under- 
ſtand him as laying claim to a divine nature ; but 
ſurely nothing can be argued from the falſe con- 
ſtruQion they were always diſpoſed to put upon 
his words. Let a ſingle inſtance be produced, 
wherein it 'can be ſhown, that his diſciples under- 
ſtood him as referring to a ſtate of pre-exiſtence, 
and that Jeſus Chriſt meant they ſhould ſo under- 
ſtand him, and then we ſhall be diſpoſed to give 
up the queſtion, No ſuch inſtances ever yet have 


been produced. 


6. The apoſtles, after the aſcenſion of Jeſus, 
continue uniformly to ſpeak of him as a man. 
We are informed; Adds ii, that on the day of Pen- 
tecoſt, ten days after our Lord's aſcenſion, the diſ- 
Ciples were aſſembled together with one accord, 
and in one place, that the holy ſpirit was miracu- 
louſly beſtowed upon them, and that Peter, imhe 
name of his fellow apoſtles, delivered a diſcourſe 
to the people, on the nature and evidence of the 
chriſtian faith. It is natural to ſuppoſe that, in 
ſuch circumſtances, and upon ſuch an occaſion, 
being the firſt diſcourſe which was ever publicly 
delivered, he would inſtru them in every import- 

ant article of chriſtianity, eſpecially in every thing 
Be | relating 
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relating to the nature and dignity of his beloved 
maſter. - Had he, at the time, known him to have 
been God, or a/pre-exiſtent being, the maker of 
the world under God, he would not have negle@- 
ed to have informed his hearers of it, and to have 
laid a ſtreſs upon theſe articles, proportionable to 
their importance. Not a ſyllable, however, does 
he utter reſpecting either of theſe doctrines. On 
che contrary, ., be, declares, in the moſt poſitive 
terms, that Jelus was a Man, that he was ap» 
proved o/ God by miracles, which God did by him, that 
he was crucified and buried, that God raiſed him from 
the dead, and made him Led and Chriſt. Similar to 
this were all the other diſcourſes of Peter. See 
Ads iii. 12—26, iv. 2330. v. 29-32. x. 34— 
13. 13 8 , 
| } 

Stephen, in the viſion. with which he was fa» 
voured, declared that the fer/on he law ſtanding at 
the right hand of God, was the so OF MAN, See 
Ads vii. 56. 


Ihe apoſtle Paul, at Antioch in Piſidia, taught 
the ſame dottrine concerning Jeſus, which Peter 
had taught, and nothing more, He declared to 
his hearers, that Jeſus was the Meſſiah, a deſcendant 
of David, that the Jews crucified um, and that God 
raiſed him from the dead ; and he concludes this part 
of his diſcourſe with theſe remarkable wottds, Be 

Z d it 
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it known unto you, therefore, men and brethren, that 
through this & is preached unto you the forgiveneſs 
of fins. See Adds xiii. 2338. When at Athens, 
he preached in the ſame manner, declaring that 
God had appointed a day, in which he would judge the 
world in righteouſneſs by x MAN whom he had ordain- 
ed, whereof he had given aſſurance to all men in that he 
raiſed him from the dead. See Ads xvii. g1., The 
ſame teſtimony he bears concerning him in his 
epiſtles. Rom. v. 15. Much more the grace 'of God, 
and the gift by grace, which is by one wan Jeſus 
Chriſt, hath abounded unto many. 1 Cor. xv. 21. 
For as by man (more properly a man) came death, by 
A MAN alſo is come the reſurretlion of the dead. Gal. 
iv. 4. God ſent forth his Son maps or a wo- 
MAN. I Tim. iv. 5. There is one God, and one 
mediator between God and man, THz man Chriſt Je- 
ſus. Heb. ii. 9. But we fee Jeſus, who was made 
a little lower than the angels, i. e. who was A MAN, 
(v) for the ſuffering of death, crowned with glory and 
honour. Heb. ii. 14. Foraſmuch as the children 
are partakers of fleſh and blood, he alſo himſelf likewiſe 
took part of (more properly was @ partaker of) the 
fant, i. e. was & Man, as the children alſo are. 
Ver. 16. 17. For verily he, took not on him the nature 
of (more properly helped not) angels ; but he helped 
the feed Ul Abraham, wher efore it behoved him in all 
| things 


ä 67 Compare this verſe with yer, 7th, and Pſalm viii. 5- 
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things to be made like (more properly it was right for 

him in all things to be like) unto nis BRETHRES, 

For in that he lumſelſ hath ſuffered, being tempted, he 
is able to ſuccour them that are tempted. 


7. Jeſus Chriſt, on the ſuppoſition he was a pre- 


exiſtent being, was not a man. For if he pre- 


exiſted he muſt either, 


1. Have been a man only in appearance. In 
this caſe, however, it is evident he was not really 
a man, but an angelic, or ſuper-angelic being 
in dilguiſe. He could not, therefore, with any 
propriety, have been called a man, Or, 


2. This angelic, or ſuper-angelic being muſt have 
been the ſoul of Jeſus Chriſt. But then he could 
not have been a man; for he would have wanted a 
human ſoul. Nor would his works have been the 
works of a man, but the works of the pre-exiſtent 
being which animated his body. This, however, 
is contrary to the expreſs declaration of Peter, 
that he was A MAN approved of God by miracles. Or, 


g. There muſt have been two diſtin beings, a man 
and an angel, ſo united as to form but one being; 
which is abſurd and impoſſible. But even al- 
lowing that theſe two beings were ſo united, as to 
form but one being, this being could not be called 
a 


| 
ö 
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a man. In faft, he would be neither man, nor 
angel, but being compounded of both, he would 
be of a nature effentially different from either. 
'You might give him any other name you pleaſed ; 
but you could not call him a man, 


The following quotation from Dr. Prieſtley will 
perhaps place the argument in a more forcible 
point of view. I would recommend it,” he ſays, 
* to the conſideration of my readers, how the apoſt- 
les could continue to call Chriſt a man, as they 
always do, both in the book of Acts, and in their 
epillles, after they had diſcovered him to be either 
Cod, or a ſuper-angelic being, the maker of the 
world under God. After this, it muſt have been 
highly degrading, unnatural, and improper, not- 
withſtanding his appearance in human ſorm. Cuſtom 
will reconcile us to flrange conceptions of things, 
and very uncouth modes of ſpeech ; but let us 
take up the matter ab initio, and put ourſelves in 
the place of the apoſtles and firlt diſciples of Chriſt.” 


They certainly ſaw and converſed with him at 
firſt on the ſuppoſition of his being a man as much 
as themſelves. Of this there can be no doubt. 

| Their ſurprize, therefore, upon being informed 

that he was not a man, but really God, or even 
the maker of the world under God, would be juſt 
as great as ours would now be on diſcovering that 
any 
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any of our acquaintaace, or at leaſt a very good 
man and a prophet, was in reality God, or the 
maker of the world. Let us conſider then, how 
we ſhould feel, how we ſhould ' behave towards 
ſuch a perſon, and how we ſhould ſpeak of him 
afterwards. No one, I am confident, would ever 
call any perſon à man, after he was convinced he 
was either God, or an angel. He would always 
ſpeak of him in a manner ſuitable to his proper 
rank.” 


« Suppoſe that any two men of our acquaintance, 
ſhould appear, on examination, to be the angels 
Michael and Gabriel; ſhould we ever aſter this 
call them men? Certainly not. We ſhould natu- 
rally ſay to our friends “ thoſe two perſons whom 
«we took to be men, are not men, but angels 
* in diſguiſe.” This language would be natural. 
Had Chriſt, therefore, been any thing more than 
man before he came into the world, and eſpecially 
had he been either God, or the maker of the 
world, he never could have been, or have been 
conſidered as being, a man, while he was in it; 
for he could not diveſt himſelf of his ſuperior and 
proper nature. However diſguiſed, he would al- 
ways in fad have been whatever he had been be- 
fore, and would have been ſo " fliled by all who 
truly knew him,” 


Leaſt 
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« Leaſt of all would Chriſt have been ** 
as a man in reaſoning, and argumenlation, though 
his external appearance ſhould have ſo far put men 
off their guard, as to have led them. to, give him 
that appellation. Had the apoſtle Paul conſidered 
Chriſt as being any thing more than a man, with 
reſpect to his nature, he could never have urged 
with the leaſt propriety or effect, that, as by man 
came death, ſo by man came alſo the reſurretlion of the 
dead, For it might have been unanſwerably re- 
plied, This is not the caſe; for indeed, by man 
comes death, but not by man, but by God, or the 
creator of man, under God, comes the reſurreftion 
of the dead.” ( 


8. All the honour and happineſs which our Lord 
enjoys in, heaven, is repreſented in the New Teſta- 
ment, as ſubſequent to his death and reſurrection; 
which is totally repugnant to the idea that he poſ- 
ſeſſed that prior ſtate of dignity which the advo- 
cates for his deity and pre-exiſtence ſuppoſe. 
Thus the apoſtle Paul informs us, that it was not 
till God raiſed ſeſus from the dead, that he /et him 
at his own Tight; hand, in the heavenly places, far a- 
hove all principality, and power, and might, and do- 
minion, and every name that is named. See Eph. 
. 20——22, How, may it be aſked, is this, and fi- 
milar 


1 Dr, Prieſtley's Hiſtory of * Opinions, Vol. 1. 
Po 21 2 
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milar declarations, to be reconciled with the idea, 
that he was poſſeſſed of this authority and domi- 
nion before, either as God, or as a great pre- 


exiſtent being, the creator of the world under 
God? 


For all theſe reaſons do we believe Jeſus to 
have been a man, and a man only, But we do 
not, on this account, think leſs highly of his cha- 
rater: Nor do we ſuppoſe that, on this account, 
he is leſs worthy our gratitude and love. No; we 
{till conſider him as the choſen meſſenger of God 
to mankind, as inveſted by him with the higheſt 
qualifications, and the moſt extraordinary powers, 
as the wiſeſt and beſt of created beings, as the 
brightneſs of his Father's glory, and the expreſs 
image of his perſon. We love him as our brother 


and friend. We honour him as our maſter and 
Lord, We revere him as the man appointed by 


God to be our judge. As our God, or as our Crea- 
tor, we cannot conſider him, we dare not worſhip 


him; for he himſelf, and all his apoſtles, have 


given us the moſt poſitive aſſurances that he is not. 


But next to God his Father we lave and honour 


him moſt, 
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CHAPTER XV. 


97 lle Importance of Chriſtianity hon Unitarian | : 
Principles. 


* 
4 pe 5 
? # # » # 


| J Gans to have been an  objeRt with Mr. Haw- 


ker throughout his ſermons, and particularly 
in the laſt, to intereſt the paſſions of his readers, 
in embracing and maintaining that ſyſtem which 
he has taken upon himſelf todefend, by repreſent- 
ing it as a ſyſtem more honourable to God and to 


| Chriſt, and more conducive to the virtue and hap- 


pineſs of mankind. Unitarianiſm, according to 
him, makes chriſtianity to be of little or no im- 
portance. 1 will quote a few of the moſt ſtriking 
paſſages ; and the remarks, which I ſhall make up- 
on them, will perhaps be found. to apply to the 
relt, 


W «1 have already,” he ſays, more than once 


obſerved, and now finally wiſh to leave the full 


force of the obſervation upon your minds, that, 


together with the divinity of our bleſſed maſter, 
mult ſtand or fall, all the peculiar and momentous 
doftrines of his oſpel. Every thing intereſting in 
chriſtianity is ſounded on the greatneſs of its au- 

| thor's 
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thor's character. Even the moral precepts of his 
religion loſe much of their dignity, and their au- 
thority is debaſed, if the founder be no more than 
man.” (w) He obſerves alſo, “ that the higher 
ideas we entertain of the great author of our faith, 
the higher muſt ariſe in proportion, the duty. and 
obedience we owe to him.“ He continues, Let 
thoſe profeſſors of chriſtianity, who conſider Jeſus - 
but as a man, regard, but as the miniſtry of a mans 
all the intereſting dottrines of his religion. For 
the whole of his goſpel being enervated by this 
perſuaſion, they cannot, they ought not, indeed, 
to feel it in the manner it ſhould affect us. (x) 
To all this it may be anſwered, that the dott- 
rines and precepts of chriſtianity, Whatever Mr. 
Hawker may have ſaid to the contrary, actually 
do appear to Unitarians in a light equally as im- 
portant, as though they believed Jeſus to be Gad. 
For they molt firmly believe that he was a meſſenger 
ſent from God, and that all the doatrines and pre- 
cepts his religion contains, came from God; ſince, 
prgperly ſpeaking, it was not he that ſpake, but 
as the writer of the epiſtle to the Hebrews informs 
us, God who ſpake by him, confirming the word by 
4 Aa | 


(w) P. 240,-{(#) P, 349. 
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figns and wonders, and divers miracles and gifts of the 
4% ſpirit. (3), 


Let us ſuppoſe that mankind were now uncer- 
tain with reſpe& to a future ſtate, and that Al- 
mighty God, by means of a meſſenger, whom he - 
had raiſed up for the purpoſe, were to aſſure us, 
there would be ſuch a ſtate; ſhould we think it a 
matter of any conſequence, of what order of be- 
ings this meſſenger was ? Certainly not. We ſhould 
be atixious only to know that he really was a meſ- 
ſenger from God. Were we convinced of this, 
our belief would be as firm, on the ſuppoſition he 
was only a man, as it would be were he an angel, 
or, as Frinitarians ſuppoſe, God himſelf ; and be- 
ing equally firm, it would be equally influential. 
This mode of reaſoning will hold good not only 
with reſpeRt to a future ſtate, but with reſpect to all 
as e mA and precepts of chriſtianity. 

* Me: Hawker farther obſerves, * If this be the 
real ſlate of things, and the chriſtian's Lord be not 
divine, farewell to all the hopes of the faithful, 
his conſolations are no more.” (z) He adds © Con- 
ſidering the miſerable conlequence to which the 
'rejeftion of our Lord's divine nature neceſſarily 

| leads, 
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See Heb. i. 1. and ii. 3. 
(2) F. 340. 
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leads, and the deſpondency it creates in the hu- 
man mind, one ſhould imagine that the advocates 
for the dodirine, however ſecretly convinced that 
they are right, muſt yet wiſh to be wrong: For 
ſurely it is the moſt comſorileſs dorine ever pro- 
poſed to mankind,” (a) 


It may here be aſked, what reaſon Mr. Hawker 
has for ſaying that the rejeion of the doctrine of 
our Lord's deity, creates deſpondency in the hu- 
men mind? Did he ever himſelf ſeel that deſpond- 
ency which he aſſerts the diſhelief of it neceſſarily 
accaſions? If not, whence did he derive his in- 
formation? Were the queſtion to be propoſed to 


any Unitarian, whether his views of God and of 


Chriſt made him melancholy, whether he wiſhed 
' that the ſyſtem he had eſpouſed might in the end 
prove, a falſe one? he would be quite aſtoniſhed, 
and would reply, that he was as happy in his belief 
as he could poſſibly wiſh to be, I hope therefore 
1 ſhall not be thought harſh in ſaying, that this de- 
ſpondency which, according to Mr. Hawker, is 
the neceſſary conſequence of Unitarianiſm, exiſts 
only in his own idea, and that the unfavourable 
light in which he has exhibited the unitarian doQ- 
rine, is calculated only to excite undue prejudices 
in the minds of his readers againſt it, 


The importance of religion, and of every doti- 
6 rine 
(a) P. 34G 
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rine of religion, muſt be judged of by its tendency 
to promote the virtue and the happineſs of man- 
kind. If therefore the chriſtian religion can be 
proved to have this tendency, as much upon the 
unitarian ſyſtem, as it has upon any other, every 
thing which Mr. Hawker has obſerved in order to 


make it appear in an unintereſting light, will fall 
to the ground. 


In the firſt place, chriſtianity is as much calcu- 
lated upon unitarian principles, as upon any other 
to make men virtuous. For it contains all thoſe 
doftrines which are calculated to influence the 
conduRt ; the being and attributes of God, the di- 
vine miſſion of Jeſus Chriſt, the neceſſity of re- 
pentance and amendment, to ſecure the divine fa- 
vour and approbation, and the doctrine of a future 
ſtate of rewards and puniſhments. Theſe, as muſt 
be apparent to every one, are the only doftrines 
which are the foundation of chriſtian virtue; and I 
will take upon me to ſay, that the man who acts 
up to them, will be found to be as virtuous a cha- 
rakter as trinitarianiſm could ever boaſt. 


2. Chriſtianity is as much calculated upon uni- 
tarian principles, as upon any. other, to promote 
the chearſulneſs and the ny of mankind. 


* 


We are creatures incapable of providing for 
ourſelves, 
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ourſelves, we are dependent upon God for all we 

are, and for all we have. But do the divine na- 
ture and attributes afford leſs reaſon for joy be- 

cauſe they are poſſeſſed only by one ſingle undi- 
vided perſon? Is not one perſon of infinite know- 
ledge, of unlimited power, of perfe& benevolence, 
fully adequate to the ſupply of all our wants? 
Surely we may be as happy in the perſuaſion that 
one ſuch perſon exiſts, as we ſhould be were we 
perſuaded there were a thouſand. 


We have all ſinned againſt our Maker, and we 
ſtand in need of mercy. This mercy God has 
graciouſly promiſed, by Jeſus Chriſt, freely to be- 
ſtow. Has he not an undoubted right to beſtow it 
in whatever manner he pleaſes? and ſhould it be 
the leſs acceptable to us becauſe it proceeds im · 
mediately from himſelf? On the contrary, have 
we not more abundant reaſon to rejoice in our 
Creator's goodneſs, have we not more abundant 
reaſon for the exerciſe of gratitude, love, praiſe, 
and every other chearful and devout affection, than 
we ſhould have, if we conſidered him as of him- 
ſelf making no allowance for the natural impers» 
fettions of his creatures, but determined to pu- 
niſh them for ever, for weakneſſes which they 
could not avoid, till another perſon turned away 
his wrath by offering full ſatisfaQtion in their ſtead ? 


/ One 
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One great deſign of chriſtianity is to make men 
virtuous; and 10 aſſiſt us in our endeavour aſter 
holineſs, the example of Jeſus Chriſt is. propoſed 
throughout the New Teſtament, as a model for 
our imitation. Is this example leſs animating be- 
cauſe it is the example of a man, of a perion wha 
was actually in the ſame ſituation and circum- 
ſlances with ourſelves? On the contrary, is not 
the idea of his being of the ſame nature that we 
are, much more likely to encoyrage us in our 
e eee | 


Our religion teaches us to believe that we ſhall 
hive again in another world, that the trumpet ſhall 
found, and that the dead ſhall be raiſed. As a 
proof that this important event will take place, le- 
ſus Chriſt was raiſed from the dead by the power 
of God. Is our belief in the doctrine of the re- 
farreQtion leſs firm, becauſe the reſurrcaion of 
Jeſus was the reſurreQion of a man ? On the con- 
trary, have we not, on this account, much ſtronger 
evidence, that becauſe he lives, we, who are of 
the ſame nature that he was, and who ſhall under- 
go the ſame change by death that he did, ſhall 
live alſo ? 


The 8 of this reſurreRion will be a 
general judgment. We muſt all” ſays the apoſtle 
Paul, “appear before the judgment ſeat of Chriſt, 

TA | that 
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that every one may receive the things done in his 
body, according to that he hath done, whether it 
be good or bad.“ Is there any thing diſtreſſing in 
the idea, that our Judge is to be one of the human 
race? Rather is it not calculated to inſpire us with 
confidence and joy? For we may in this caſe ſay 
of our judge, what the writer of the epiſtle to the 
Hebrews ſays of our high prieſt, « We have not'a 
judge who cannot be touched with the feeling of 
our infirmities, but one who was in all reſpetts 
tempted like as we are, yet without fin.” 


In fine, when we reflect upon the whole ſyſtem 
of chriſtianity ; when we conſider that it is a ſcheme 
in every reſpe& honourable to God, and condu- 
live to the virtue and happineſs of men; when we 
conſider farther that Jeſus Chriſt was the meſſen- 


ger choſen by God to introduce it, that he atteſted 


the truth of it with his blood, and that he has thus 
been the means of delivering men from their ini- 
quity and of courſe from their guilt, we are conſi- 
dent that we can cry out with a degree of holy 
tranſport, equal to that of the Trinitarian, Thanks 
be to God for his UnsyEAKABLE Gtr!“ 


Mr, Hawker, if he would prove that unitaria» 
niſm leads to thoſe diſmal conſequences to which 
he ſays it leads, ſhould prove that the lives of 
thoſe who profeſs it are leſs virtuous than the lives 

of 


- 
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of Trinitarians, and their deaths leſs reſigned and 
happy; but this I apprehend is not in his power. 
He aſſeris, indeed, that „if experience can be deem- 
ed the trueſt teſt for the aſcertaining a matter of 
fat, we have reaſon to conclude that thoſe leave 
the world with moſt complacency and ſatisfaQtion, 
who have learnt to place their confidence in a ſa- 
wour's merit and not in their own.” (a) Here, however, 
he has aflorded us another proof of his ignorance 
of our principles, We readily acknowledge that 
ve do not depend for our acceptance with God, 
upon the merit of Jeſus Chriſt ; for what can the 
moſt virtuous of creatures merit for another at the 
hands of his Maker? But it does not, therefore 
follow that we depend upon our own. No; we 
depend, as the ſcriptures teach us, upon a more 
ſure foundation than cither, our heavenly Father's 
mercy, declared to mankind by Jeſus Chriſt our 
Lord, mercy which, we know, will make allow- 
-ance for all the natural imperfeQtions of human 
nature, and which is ſully adequate to the pardon 
of all our ſins. 


* 


I may obſerve, before I conclude, that in one 
reſpett, at leaſt, the unitarian ſyſtem has greatly 
the adyantage of the contrary one. It is this; that 
there is nothing in it to puzzle and perplex the 
mind, that it is a ſyſtem perfeAly rational and 
ſimple, that in it involves in itſelf no abſurdities or 
contradiftions, 


(a) P. 345, 
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gontradiftions, that it is founded on the obvious 
meaning of the uniform declarations of ſcripture, 
and that it is a ſyſtem which the moſt illiterate 
perſons may eaſily underſtand and explain, The 
trinitarian ſyſtem, on the contrary, is irrational 
and unintelligible, replete with abſurdity and con- 
tradition, founded on the moſt abſtruſe explana- 
tions of a few pallages of ſcripture detached from 
their connection, and a ſyſtem which its ableſt ad- 
vocates have never been able to define, or even 
to underſtand, 


y/ 


CONCLUSION. 


Mr. Hawker calls the unitarian doctrine “ the 
faſhionable doArine of the preſent hour,” and he 
adds, :“ when it has had its day, like many others 
which have ſprung up, and for the moment ap- 


peared to flouriſh, but ſoon died away, whoſe me- 


morial is periſhed with them, this alſo will ſink and 
be forgotten.” (d) And if it be merely the dołt- 
rine of the preſent day, and not the dottrine of 
Chriſt and his apoſtles, Unitarians can conſole 
themſelves with the ſame idea. If it be not a plant 
of our heavenly Father's planting, we are not ſo 
much attached to it as a ſyſtem, as not to hope and 
pray that it may be rooted up. Being however 

| Bb firmly 


(4) p. 362. 363. 
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firmly perſuaded that it is a plant of his planting, 
we are confident that every attempt, which is 
made to exterminate it, will only cauſe it to ſtrike 
ſtill deeper root. Our confidence is not a little 
ſtrengthened by the conſideration, that every con- 
troverſy to which it has given riſe, has encreaſed 
the number of its advocates ; and this circumſtance 
ſeems to juſtiſy the perſuaſion, that its progreſs will 
continue to be accelerated till at length it ſhall be- 
come the religion of the world, when as the Pro- 


phet predifts, © ]Jzyovan ſhall be King over all 


the earth, and there ſhall be oxz Jzyovan, and 
his name Ou x. (ce) 


6 Tech, xiv, 9, 
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